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Introduction  
From the beginning, humankind has sought to make bonds, ties, and friendships which 
culture, philosophers, sociologists, psychologists and individuals have attempted to 
conceptualize. This social affiliation with other individuals, or groups, is encouraged 
from birth, and as we grow up, we create connections and friendships which even 
geography cannot mediate. Since the evolution of the World Wide Web (Internet) in the 
90’s, the increased and advanced methods of interactive-communication allow 
individuals to be reachable online through social platforms, face-to-face video 
chatting, and other such computer-mediated communication. 
!
The focal point of this investigation is the change in friendships since the launch of the 
social platform, Facebook, in 2004. The three Digital Groups (Digital Natives, Digital 
Settlers, Digital Immigrants) from the book Born Digital, written by John Palfrey and 
Urs Gasser, will help to portray the differences in the way each ‘group’ approaches 
both face-to-face friendships and digital friendships.  
The Digital Natives were born after the social digital technologies came into existence. 
The Digital Natives are connected by a common culture, and their social interactions 
and friendships are mediated by digital technologies (Palfrey and Gasser, 2010). 
Surrounded and almost drowned in the gadgets and devices, which the digital age has 
brought about, the inbred Digital Natives spend endless hours in a digital viability 
unknown to older generations. Although they are a generation older, the Digital Settlers 
sit almost hand in hand with the Digital Natives. The ‘Settlers’ carry similar knowledge 
of the generation after them, but their dependency and competency of the complex 
and vast digital universe fall far short of the Digital Natives. They have not completely 
familiarized and adapted to the transformation into new technology, and thereby have 
lost the ability to process, what is now considered by the new generation as 
‘fundamental and comprehendible’.  What the Digital Natives do not lack in skill, they 
lack in awareness. The Digital Natives are unaware of the rapid change, which is 
constantly occurring around them. Consequently, they are unaware of their 
dependency in the computer-mediated era to create friendships and indulge less in the 
social activities of the real world. Metaphorically speaking; because the Digital Settlers 
feel the metamorphosis and advancement, which is undergoing in this digital era, the 
Digital Natives can be directly compared to the inability us humans have in feeling the 
  4
Roskilde University  HIB Group 15 19/12-2013
earth span around itself, as well as the sun  (Sourgo, 2012).   
Opposite the Digital Natives, we have The Digital Immigrants. This generation has come 
across difficulties in adjusting itself to the digital world, because of their attachment 
to the traditional ways of life. When Digital Immigrants have to learn, like all other 
migrants, some integrate better than others do. When trying to adjust, they will to 
some degree, keep their ‘accent’ and “their foot in the past” (Prensky, 2001).  
Therefore, the Digital Immigrants chose only to turn towards the Internet as a second 
way out. They look in the newspapers before checking the Internet, when doing a 
presentation, they use a blackboard and not a PowerPoint presentation, and when 
making a family album they turn to the traditional, hardcover-book way, instead of 
collecting them digitally. The Digital Immigrants are therefore in the process of 
‘learning a new language’.  
!
As each group adjusts in its own ways, they utilize the available social platforms at 
varying levels. Because the Digital Immigrants, so to speak, are ‘learning a new 
language’, they must familiarize themselves with the trends and methods of 
communication used by younger generations. One central aspect when learning this 
‘new language’, is the wide-usage of Facebook. Interconnecting the world online, it 
has become possible to meet, stay in contact, and maintain friendships. It is precisely 
the history of Facebook, which is of interest when attempting to understand what the 
social platform initially started out as, to how far it has come. Similar to the way 
Facebook had to adjust for its audience if it was to become successful, so too, must 
the Digital Immigrants adjust, if they are to keep up with the Settlers and Natives. 
 
Because each generation has experienced different adjustments, on various scales, 
they have all been prone to an alternating identity. This process of adjusting has 
filtered both old out, and new, in. Now that there is an opportunity for online 
interactions and friendships to be made, a third dimension of identity is created. 
Biological and personal identity, were the two existing types but now with the 
emergence of new technology, the everyday environment of the Digital groups are 
modified (Erikson, 1982). Palfrey and Gasser, explore these modifications in one’s 
identity in the digital age, and the impact which they have on friendships both ‘online’ 
and ‘offline’. We too will be investigating how each Digital group uses new technology 
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such as Facebook, to establish and maintain friendships. The Digital groups, which 
Palfrey and Gasser explore throughout their book, will not be utilized in this project to 
put people in strictly labelled boxes, but rather, to be used as guidelines for loosely 
categorizing people based on age, competency and identity. Through empirical 
research we will be able to get an impression of how impactful it is on one’s identity, 
and if Facebook is at all problematic for interpersonal relations. Ultimately, we seek to 
understand the third and final type, social identity. By consulting old literature and the 
work of Aristotle, we hope to understand the simplest concepts of friendship. 
Clarification of Concepts 
Throughout the project, we have decided to use the three digital terms; Digital 
Natives, Digital Settlers and Digital Immigrants. Not because we want to use them as a 
labelled definition, but to help distinguish between generation and digital competency.  
Statement of the Academic Focus 
This project will focus on friendship in the Facebook Era, and how the digital groups 
utilize the social platform. Additionally, we will be investigating the way each group 
interacts, in both ‘online’ and ‘offline’ settings. The two dimensions of this project will 
be; Subjectivity and Learning, and History and Culture.  
We chose Subjectivity and Learning due to our project’s sociological twist, as we find it 
interesting to look at friendships through Facebook and friendship, with a sociological 
angle. Simultaneously our intention is to use the dimension Subjectivity and Learning to 
analyze friendship as a concept. In addition, we would like to discuss whether we use 
friendships to shape our social and personal identity. The second dimension, History 
and Culture is very fitting as we are interested in investigating the social phenomenon, 
Facebook and how it has influenced the way the three digital groups communicate with 
each other.  
!
Abstract  
We kick-started our group by sharing our visions of where we wanted the focus of the 
project to be, and what aspects of the Digital Era and friendship we wanted to focus 
upon. We were driven to investigate a topic, which was current, relevant, and 
relatable to us, and we were intent on giving the project a different angle than ‘the 
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holy grail of all social platforms and digital friendships’. We want to focus on 
theoretical and empirical research, as well as looking into different literature 
philosophers and sociologists. Our purpose of the project will be to investigate how 
Facebook has an impact on friendships, and if these help us shape our personal and 
social identity. Furthermore we will be looking at how friendships are established and 
maintained.  
For investigating the project, and in order to identify the problem, which we have 
observed, we have been using a qualitative research method. We have collected data 
by looking into the research and literature of others. Furthermore, the group 
interviewed three focus groups; all of different age. When working with our focus 
groups we got a variety of information. Especially the differences of how the groups 
use Facebook were clear, we found that it changes as we get older. The Digital Natives 
use Facebook as a communication device, as do the Digital Settlers. The Digital Natives 
also use Facebook for acceptance and approval by getting a lot of likes on their posts. 
While the Digital Immigrants use Facebook for sharing and networking, they have not 
completely accepted Facebook as their main source for information, method of 
communication and tool to interact with others, on the same level as the other two 
groups. Understandably so, each group has certain ‘character traits’ which make them 
who they are – whether it is their period of birth, digital competency or familiarity 
with traditional ways of communication, each group lives digitally in one way or 
another. Our goal was to hone in on what it means to be a Native, Settler or Immigrant, 
and how they use live and practice their abilities in a digital world.  
Purpose of the Project and Problem Formulation  
We aim to portray the three digital groups as portrayed by Palfrey and Gasser, and their 
differences in the way they approach face-to-face friendships and digital friendships. 
To do so, we will start out by looking at two definitions of friendship dating back to 
long before our modern society, made by Aristotle and Kant. This will help us to define 
the concepts put forth by our modern day ‘philosophers’; the participants in the focus 
group interviews. The participants in the focus group interview will help us form an 
opinion on how the concept of friendship is perceived in modern day by modern 
people. Our focus will be on Facebook, if it has changed our view on friendship and if 
culture is a deciding factor. We want to discuss if we use friendships to shape our social 
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and personal identity. 
The aforementioned approach will be given to the following:  
“How does friendship impact our personal and social identity, and how is Facebook 
changing the way friendships are established and maintained?” 
The project Methodology / The Analysis Strategy  
Our project is build on the principles of the book “Problem-Orientated Project 
Work” (Olsen and Pedersen, 2008) As mentioned in the Statement of The Academic 
Focus, our project will focus on the dimensions “History and Culture” and “Subjectivity 
and Learning”, which means that we, in our methodological decisions, will be open and 
reflective.  
!
We wish to get a deeper understanding of digital friendships, and to do so we will be 
using an empirical qualitative research method; that being the focus group interviews 
with the users of Facebook.   
Qualitative Focus Group Interviews 
We have examined the use of Facebook, primarily through qualitative surveys.  We 
planned three qualitative focus group interviews with x amount of informants in each 
group (Enclosure 1). The advantage of making focus group interviews instead of 
individually interviews is that there within the group will arise a synergy, which can 
lead to a deeper discussion and perspective. The interviewer will by this become a 
moderator for the process.  
 
Selection of Informants and Conducting The Interviews 
Our informants for the Digital Natives’ interview are students at Falkonergårdens 
Gymnasium, but because of time-constraints, we selected the Digital Settlers and 
Immigrants through the students’ network. Common for all of the informants were that 
they were all born and raised in Denmark, and therefore they were all speaking Danish. 
In each group the age and sex of the participants was coincidentally assembled. The 
interviews were held at 1) Digital Natives – Falkonergårdens Gymnasium 2) The Digital 
Settlers – in one of their homes 3) The Digital Immigrants – at one of their workplaces, 
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and lasted for 1 hour each. We recorded them electronically on an iPhone, and 
following, we transcribed them (Enclosure 2, 3 and 4).   
Ethical Considerations  
There will always be ethical considerations connected to examinations concerning 
human beings. But in relation to our project’s focus, there are no immediate person-
sensitive data. The informants will be enlightened of the purpose of the interview, and 
that they the are welcome to express, if they do not want to participate.  
In relation to the investigation, it is necessary to mention that all of us in the project 
group perceive ourselves as being Digital Natives. This is significant to clarify in 
combination with the interviews of the Digital Settlers and Immigrants, because we 
might have some existing and prejudiced knowledge of Facebook. Furthermore, it can 
also impact the way we process our data, and the following analysis.  
Data Processing  
Two of the group’s members listened to the recordings and transcribed them. Because 
all of the group members needed access to the results to be able to write their 
chapter, we decided not to process our data, but use them as raw data.  
 
Choosing Theories  
Our project’s theories and sources are selected when searching either Google, 
Bibliotek.dk or visiting the library. We chose to Google different words, concerning our 
problem, leading us to different material. Furthermore, we received advice and 
inspiration from our supervisor.    
 
Working Process  
When we started this project we had many different ideas of which direction we 
wanted the project to go. Consisting of a group of seven people, we had a lot of 
different opinions. One of the first things we agreed on after deciding on our topic, 
were which dimensions to write within; History and Culture and Science and 
Philosophy. We had chosen these dimensions because we wanted to focus on the 
cultural aspect of Facebook while using both Aristotle and Kant’s definition of 
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friendship in the philosophy part of the project. After discussing our goals with the 
project, we decided that we would take on a more sociological view for the project 
than philosophical, and therefore, we decided to change one of our dimensions from 
Science and Philosophy to Subjectivity and Learning. With this in mind we started 
working on the questions for the problem formulation. This turned out to be a working 
process, because it was hard to delimit the field of investigation enough to fit the 
required amount of characters for the project, without having a problem formulation.  
After having our problem formulation somewhat done, we started looking for what 
material to use. We looked at different sociologists, such as Danah Boyd by researching 
our topics online, and searching at the library.  This gave us a lot of hits on articles and 
books, and the first book we found was “Born Digital” by John Palfrey and Urs Gasser. 
We decided to adopt their terms for the different digital groups, and use it in our 
project. The reason why we did this, was to make it easier for the reader by loosely 
categorizing who we were talking about. Even though we used these terms throughout 
the whole project, we did not use them by definition, because they do not fit our 
findings in our project. Furthermore, we did not want to have to defend the definition 
in regard to our project. 
We read a lot of articles by Danah Boyd, but we ended up not using any of them, due to 
the fact that we had material, which we felt was more fitting for our topics. This was 
the same case with the documentary “Catfish”, which we thought might have a 
connection to our project. We found that the documentary had a different approach 
than first expected, and this was not one we wanted to follow up on.  
!
We had, pretty early on, talked about conducting a survey with a questionnaire to get a 
broader understanding of the different ways people utilize and understand Facebook. 
This idea fell to the ground pretty fast, considering the extensive amounts of answers 
we would need to receive to get a satisfactory result. We would need at least 1000 
answers, and we quickly decided that this would not going be possible. Instead we 
agreed on a qualitative focus group interview, where we would conduct three 
interviews with the three digital groups. After the interviews, we analyzed the answers 
and pinned them up against Palfrey and Gasser’s description of the digital groups. 
Furthermore, we found different surveys conducted by bigger corporations, to compare 
and support our focus group interviews. 
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!
One of our major problems throughout the project’s writing process was to stick to the 
problem formulation and create a coherent project, which did not stretch too far. The 
question we kept asking ourselves was: “What are the everyday problems Facebook 
users deal with?”, and this was one of the ways we kept our project relevant.  
Besides this, we had started to write some of the parts of the project very early on. 
One of the first things we wrote was our Introduction. We did this to get a clear view 
on where we wanted our project to go, but of course we ended up changing this, 
because of the many adjustments we made along the way.  
The same occurred with the statement of academic focus, which we wrote for the mid-
term seminar. Likewise, our problem formulation was one of the things we have been 
adding changes to, throughout the entire process. This was to ensure and confirm that 
it would fit what we wanted to investigate. 
!
After assigning the different areas of focus, to the seven group members, we all 
started doing research and writing our own parts. Throughout the writing process we 
would then meet up to read each other’s work, proof read it and connect the different 
parts. This would ensure a red thread throughout our project. Furthermore, we used 
the answers from the focus group interviews, to support and analyze the different 
parts of the project, and this too would aid our red thread throughout the project. 
Since two of our group members were traveling abroad ten days before we had to hand 
in our project, we decided to upload our documents to Dropbox, which is an online tool 
for sharing and editing documents, to finish the last parts, these being our abstract, 
table of content, statement of academic focus, discussion and conclusion. This way we 
would still all be able to read and edit our project to get a final coherent product. 
!
In the first chapter of our project, we will make an historic narrative of the birth and 
development of Facebook. Furthermore we will look into how Facebook has become a 
world within our world, which enables us to connect the relations we already have, to 
an online world. 
!
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Chapter 1: The Birth of a Social Phenomenon   
We are unceasingly surrounded by technology, computers, iPad’s and mobile phones. All 
of these electronic devices are connected to the Internet, making us connected to a 
world within the world. Social networking is an activity that connects people, builds 
bonds and brings the globe together on large scale, and was revolutionized by a couple 
young visionaries. These visionaries managed to create a world within a world, which 
enables us to connect the relations we already have, to an online world with additional 
connections. This chapter will reveal the history and the birth of the social 
phenomenon, Facebook. Additionally, it discusses the initial intentions of the creators 
and the end result of their product, as this social platform captivated, and continues to 
captivate our online interactions, coupled with those of the real world. 
!
What began as an after-school activity to produce a private database for college 
students at Harvard to connect on, turned out to be the primary way to communicate 
and interact for a large portion of society. A project, which originated from a small 
dorm room at Harvard University in the winter of 2004, took the world by storm only a 
couple years after. Mark Zuckerberg, the founder of Facebook, came up with a 
seemingly innocent idea in 2003, which paved the way for other private projects, and 
later, the social platform that revolutionized the way we receive information and the 
way we interact with each other on a daily basis. 
!
Zuckerberg’s first dorm-room creation came in the form of something he called, Course 
Match. The purpose of this project was to help students pick their classes, while 
knowing whom their new fellow students would be. This idea quickly became very 
popular at Harvard and it encouraged Mark Zuckerberg to programme another. In 
October 2003, Mark Zuckerberg started a new project by the name of Facemash. 
Facemash was used to find the most attractive person at Harvard University i.e. it was 
a ‘hot or not’ site. Mark Zuckerberg invited the students to compare other students’ 
faces of same sex, and vote on the sexiest of them. The pictures for this project came 
from the so-called ‘face books’ at Harvard University.  As Facemash became an 
instantaneous underground success, Mark Zuckerberg ignored that stealing these photos 
was forbidden. Following his success, he was then reported and accused of breaking 
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the schools’ rules of conduct and privacy. This warning caused Facemash to fall to the 
ground just as fast as it had become popular.   
Although it remains unknown to many, Facemash was Facebook’s predecessor. Similar 
to Facemash, thefacebook; Zuckerberg’s continuation project from Facemash, was 
inspired by the tangible and classic face books or yearbooks, which contain the names 
and faces of fellow students at one’s school, university or other institution. 
!
On January the 11th, 2003, Mark Zuckerberg paid Register.com 35 dollars to register the 
web address “thefacebook.com” for one year (Kirkpatrick, 2011). In his programming, 
he put together ideas from Facemash, Course Match and a social networking site called 
Friendster.  
Zuckerberg wanted Harvard students to communicate more within the walls of the 
University. Thefacebook was not a ‘hot or not’ yearbook - or a dating-site like 
Friendster - it was a simple communication tool, which was intended to help students 
to keep track of important events and highlights of fellow students’ lives. 
Zuckerberg had a gut feeling that something unexpected could occur to this new site; a 
feeling that something great would transpire (Kirkpatrick, 2011). Such a vision would 
require more than a solo effort, and thus, he involved senior student Eduardo Saverin, 
who agreed to invest a minor amount of money to help Zuckerberg kick-start his 
project on a larger scale.   
Furthermore, Saverin’s job was to plot out how thefacebook could earn money if it 
became a success. Both Zuckerberg and Saverin soon ended up investing 1000 dollars 
each in the project, and on February 4th, 2004, thefacebook.com was officially 
launched to the World Wide Web (Kirkpatrick, 2011).  
!
The pieces quickly fell into place, and in the span of 3 weeks, thefacebook.com 
garnered 6000 members – still limited to within Harvard University’s walls, students, 
teachers and former students.  Zuckerberg soon realized that he needed help if he 
hoped to run and maintain thefacebook, so he hired one of his roommates, Dustin 
Moskowitz. Then after receiving emails from students, from other universities, who 
wanted to know when they could be given admission, Zuckerberg and Moskowitz 
opened the site for other Ivy League Universities in The United States. Sprouting as a 
private student network, it flourished in private universities such as Stanford and Yale, 
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which proved to Zuckerberg that there was large potential in thefacebook, later to be 
called Facebook. 
Despite Zuckerberg’s intention for his social platform to be utilized exclusively by 
fellow Harvard students - a predicted target number of around 900 students, it would 
later multiply tenfold and then a millionfold. 
 
In April 2004, Saverin established thefacebook.com as an investment company and 
people soon opened their eyes to the opportunity to invest in a fast growing company. 
Two months after, Zuckerberg received a 10 million dollar offer for the company, but 
he turned it down – he still had a great feeling about his company, and he was not 
ready to let go of it yet. 
!
Zuckerberg expanded his dorm-room project and proceeded to Zuckerberg drop out of 
Harvard to broaden Facebook’s spectrum and pursue it full-time. Along with two 
classmates, Mark Zuckerberg launched Facebook to other colleges, universities, 
schools, companies and organizations in North America. Although it was relatively small 
and unknown, compared to Friendster, MySpace and Bebo, Zuckerberg and his team 
encompassed the general ideas of the social networking sites where one could post 
background information, update their status, and post photos.   
!
After the site launched in 2004, Zuckerberg hoped that it would not be a short-term 
sensation like another trending site at Harvard ended up being, namely, buddyzoo.com 
(Kirkpatrick, 2011). Facebook enjoyed such surprising success, that even Zuckerberg 
himself was flabbergasted that it was not just another Harvard University campus fad. 
Thus, Zuckerberg’s original intention of a University-collective face book became a 
project, which ended up catering to businesses, schools and other institutions and 
later, the general public. 
Chapter 2: The Identity of a Digital Native  
In this chapter we will present three types of identity looked upon in relation to the 
Digital Natives. Identity is very important and significant to this age group, and to 
investigate this we will be using Erik H. Erikson’s theory. Furthermore, we will look into 
the “real” identities, and investigate how it is possible to create, change and shape 
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different identities. We will also touch upon the risks of Facebook, the creation of 
identities and that there lies an ethical demand within.   
A Developmental Psychology Perspective on Identity  
Within psychology, several hypotheses about identity and the creation of identity exist. 
According to the Swedish-American psychoanalyst, Erik H. Erikson, the human being’s 
development takes place in stages, and more specifically the evolvement of the 
individual’s identity will find place in the years of one’s teens.  
Erikson regards the human being as composite by biological, psychological and 
sociological factors, which will be in constant influence of each other. Identity shall, in 
this case, be understood as the experience and understanding of one self within our 
social connections and in a historical perspective. (Erikson, 1982)  
!
The interesting element about Erikson’s theory in correlation to the project’s problem 
formulation is that identity will be created in one’s teen years. It is the first time in 
history, where teens have had a so massive access to electronic media, including 
Facebook.  This plays a very central and vital part when looking into “the Digital 
Natives”. Because the influence of the digital media is almost brand new, we do not 
yet know the consequences, whether it is the positive or negative ones, of Facebook, 
and its impact on youngsters, whom are in the middle of developing their identity. This 
aspect makes it more relevant to look into how youngsters can, via Facebook, play and 
modulate with the different types of identities.  
!
In the book “Born Digital”, Chapter 1: Identity, we are presented with a historical 
description of the differences in a young teenage girl’s personal and social identity, 
living in the medieval age, the Industrial age and the Internet age. We think this 
comparison shows the environments and our surroundings impact to the creation of a 
young person’s identity. This will be consistent with Erikson’s theory about identity 
being changeable through time. It also emphasizes that identity will be created in the 
interaction between the surroundings we find our self in, which is both in agreement 
with Aristotle’s and Erikson’s philosophy and theory.   
!
!
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Three Types of Identity 
Identity can be understood in three ways, where the first will be within the scope of 
science. This is meant as all of the things, which we cannot change, such as our 
birthday and fingerprints. Second of all, identity can be known within a human 
understanding and third, by a sociological understanding, where identity will be 
created in the interaction between an individual and its surroundings.  
To be completely able to understand the complexity within identity and the creation of 
identity, we will shortly account for the three different types. We will use Erikson and 
the book Born Digital as starting point.  
 
The three different types of identity are as follows:  
No. 1: Biologic identity (the 
inner circle) – all of the genetic 
stuff such as DNA, and birthday. 
No. 2: Personal identity (the 
middle circle) – all of our 
personal characteristics, what 
we are good at, if we like 
dancing, listening to music and 
enjoy playing football. 
No. 3: Social identity: (the outer 
circle) - how we act and are understood in front of our friends.  
Changing Identity 
The aforementioned shows that the individual can test and change its personal identity, 
as described in no. 2 and afterwards test it in a social and interactive world, which is 
described in no. 3.   
John Palfrey and Urs Gasser distinguish between personal and social identity. They 
claim that a Digital Native can try out a torrent of identities while sitting in their room 
being online on Facebook. Furthermore they say that this test becomes a hunt for 
‘likes’, which is consistent with our focus group interview with the Digital Natives: “I 
haven’t made a status update in 1 or 2 years, but when I used to, I wanted to make 
sure it got many likes”, and they continue with “I’m just afraid people think it’s weird 
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or stupid”.  
Generally the opinion in the focus group interview with the Digital Natives was: “No 
one posts bad stuff on Facebook about themselves. Everybody’s perfect according to 
their Facebook profile”. This ‘bad stuff’ they are referring to, we will return to later 
on.  
According to Palfrey and Gasser there are two main perceptions, which are typical for 
this period to the Digital Natives. Some see themselves as having “one or more 
identities in the converged online and offline worlds” (Palfrey and Gasser, 2010, 
Chapter 1: Identity) whereas others: “perceive themselves as having only one identity 
that is expressed in both contexts” (Palfrey and Gasser, 2010, Chapter 1: Identity). The 
writers do not touch upon how the Digital Natives understand the term ‘identity’, or if 
there is a difference within this because of gender or time, compared to how long they 
have had their Facebook profile.  
As described in the project’s Introduction, Facebook offers both real and unreal 
identities; the latter of the two identities mean that we can pretend to be someone 
that we are not, and steal another person’s identity.  
!
Impressionable Identity  
The identity of a 16-year old girl’s living today is not that different from the girl living 
several hundred years ago. This girl will still be able to buy new dresses, change her 
hairstyle and move away from home. But today, all of this, including her physical 
world, is extended to a wired society - an online life. The girl’s social identity will 
however, be much more evolved than the girl in the Medieval Age or in the Industrial 
Age. She will have a big network on social platforms such as Facebook. Her social 
identity can change by her own actions and her friend’s actions online. Nicholas A. 
Christakis and James H. Fowler speaks about this “friendfluence”, and their theory 
“Three Degrees of Influence” says that social networks have a big influence on our 
personal behavior. We will always influence the people directly tied to us, but they 
claim that our influence will not stop there. They posit: "everything we do or say tends 
to ripple through our network, having an impact on our friends (first degree), our 
friends’ friends (second degrees), and even our friends’ friends’ friends (third 
degree)” (Christakis and Fowler, 2011). As an example we will mention; I have a 
conversation with my friend about our political point of view. We disagree very 
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strongly, but I end up convincing her about my orientation. My friend and I now go our 
separate ways, and when she gets home she will post a status on Facebook stating her 
new political point of view. I will now have influenced the friend’s 1st and 2nd degree, 
because I started out by influencing my friend, who then posted a status for all of her 
friends to see. Christakis and Fowler argue that I will be able to influence at 3rd degree 
as well, my friend’s friends’ friends. To us it seems very farfetched, due to the fact 
that there is no direct link between me and the 3rd degree. Another example could be; 
I am uploading a picture online of my new leather shoes, my friend will now see these 
and buy a pair of her own (first degree). She will then send a picture of her new shoes 
to one of her friends (second degree), whom will also send a picture to one of her 
friends (third degree). This example shows that ones personal and social identity can 
be easily impressionable by the impacts from Facebook, even though it is online users 
we are not even connected to. 
!
The Act of ‘Friending’ is Built on Trust   
As we were presented to, in the paragraph above, our friends can have a direct and 
indirect influence on our personal and social identity. The following paragraph will deal 
with why it is important for us to have friends, and which expectations we have 
towards them.   
According to the paper “Information Disclosure and the Online Costumer Relationship” 
by Bruce Jay Forman and Brian Withworth, online users consider whether it is a good 
strategy to reveal personal information in a given situation, to achieve their desired 
goals, and if the expected benefits counterbalance the risks. The personal information 
determines the risk. I think one of the risks that a young Digital Native would 
experience, is when they share their personal feelings online.  These will now be 
accessible to their friends, who will base their perception on these thoughts and 
feelings. One of the Digital Natives expresses: “I actually write more on Facebook with 
my friends, than I text with them.” So if this person one day feels very sad and 
discouraged and write a status saying; “I feel so depressed. Why are my friends not 
helping me?” his or her friends will now read this and act on it. So when allowing 
another person access to ones profile and the personal information on it, it is a huge 
recognition of trust. The act of ‘friending’ is by that, a way of building trust with other 
online users. But why is trust important in friendships? 
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!
Ethical Aspects of Trust  
The ethical demand is represented by the Danish priest and philosopher K.E. Løgstrup 
(1905-1981). In his book “The Ethical Demand”, he describes that we meet other 
people with a fundamental amount of trust, and if we do not do that, we would not be 
able to orientate our way in the world and relate to each other. If we have experienced 
situations where our trust has been broken, we have a negative perception of meeting 
new people. So when a person meets another person with mistrust, it is because of an 
earlier negative encounter (Løgstrup, 2008).  
Løgstrup looks at the meeting between people in general, and not specifically in the 
relation between friends. He touches upon disappointment, and claims that the people 
we have chosen to show trust to, will also be the ones making us most disappointed, if 
they break this trust. In relation to the digital friendships this means that, if one chose 
to accept a friend request, then there is an implied claim saying that we should take 
care of, and mutually look after each other.  
One of the informants from our focus group interview says: “If they approach me I 
would give them a chance, but if my impression of them is bad because of Facebook, I 
would never approach them” (Digital Native). Here “give them a chance” could mean 
that if we do not break the expected trust, then it is okay to be digital friends.  
 
By the arguments made in this section regarding our modern day friendships it seems 
that friendships are one of our most vital human relationships.  
Seeing as we found this to be the case we decided to look more thoroughly into the 
original concept of friendship to see if there was any connection between the modern 
interpretation of it, and the more acknowledged and original concepts of it, laid out by 
philosophers such as Aristotle and Kant.  
!
Chapter 3: Friendships in the Eyes of Aristotle and Kant 
In this chapter we aim to take some of the different views offered on friendship 
through the ages and thereby try and establish our own opinion on what the concept of 
friendship really is. A valuable point regarding Aristotle’s teachings on friendship is his 
point that the pinnacle of human happiness is reached when sharing ourselves with 
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others, a sharing which arguably can be done with any type of friendship. This point is 
quite relevant to the theme of friendship, as sharing is arguably one of the 
cornerstones of any healthy and profound friendship.  
 By looking at both Aristotle and Kant we aim to get some different takes on the 
concept as it has evolved through time. By doing this we can use our focus group 
interviews as a way of establishing a modern day view on the concept. Though our 
focus group participants are not classified as ´philosophers´, their opinions are still 
valid sources of modern thoughts on the concept of friendship. Even though Aristotle 
could hardly have imagined the coming of the Internet, his foundations of the three 
separate friendship-definitions still all rely on the importance of physical encounters 
and interactions of varying kinds. With that in mind it would be considered highly 
unlikely that any relation obtained through the usage of Facebook or any other 
internet-based social hub, could be classified under Aristotle’s or Kant’s original 
concepts of friendship. 
 
 “A genuine friend is someone who loves or likes another person for the sake of that 
other person” (Kraut, Chapter 9: “Friendships”, 2010) – Aristotle’s understanding of 
genuine friendship, his foundation for the ultimate relationship attainable between 
moral equals. Aristotle had three separate kinds of friendships defined. We will use 
both the direct translation of Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics written by W.D. Ross in 
1997. 
 
When trying to determine the definition of friendship in specifically, a philosophical 
manner, one we must remember to take notice of Aristotle's work on the ethics of 
friendship in books 8 and 9 of his Nicomachean Ethics. Within these two books, he not 
only describes his view on friendship, but he also explains how different types of 
interaction in friendships take place. With these two books taken into consideration, 
Aristotle introduces his interpretation of friendship by first stating that, “Without 
friends no one would choose to live” (Ross, 1997). Aristotle proceeds to explain how 
friendship is not only a human emotion at its most basic level; he also uses birds and 
other animals as an example for friendship between members of the same race or 
species. 
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Aristotle depicts a concept often referred to, by him, as “unconditional love”, which 
will be discussed at a later stage. He does this by stating that a person’s enemies will 
try to seek out every mistake one another makes, and as a result of this, will try to 
bestow their justice upon them. Within the concept of friendship however, the idea of 
justice is not needed, he states. Aristotle goes on to describe how a numerical 
approach to the amount of friendships one has, may be seen as a representation of 
their respective social adequacy. This can be linked directly to discussions of why the 
average Facebook user has a somewhat exaggerated number of Facebook friends. Some 
may argue that they see the numerical representation of friends as a representation of 
how good of a person they are, and according to Aristotle teachings a good man has 
many friends, because it is good to be friends with a good man. These sayings of his 
however are his views upon friendship as a most basic concept, and purest form.   
!
Another important figure in the philosophy of friendships can be said to be Immanuel 
Kant and his work on the ethics of friendships. As an impactful figure we decided that 
his interpretation of friendship would be very useful in our project since it gives us 
another thorough account of the interpretation of friendship. The primary source we 
are evaluating is the thesis paper on Kant by Stijn Van Impe. This piece of work 
contains information of Kant’s lectures on the metaphysics of ethics regarding 
friendships. The evidence is taken from Immanuel Kant’s lectures from the 1770s to the 
late 1790s. With this large time-gap between the two, one might think that their 
definitions and concepts of friendship would vary to a large degree.  However, their 
interpretations are quite similar.  
!
Kant’s interpretation is to a large extent similar to the Aristotelian interpretation with 
the same structure and the idealistic foundations being shared between them. The 
reason why Kant’s view is important then, is that it is another valid source solidifying 
our source of information. Thus we can see how the ideas of Aristotle has been viewed 
as useful through the ages, and has stood the test of time, whilst the most basic 
fundamental ideals of Aristotle prevail, changes are made through the years resulting 
in different interpretations. To identify these subtle differences we chose to borrow 
Immanuel Kant’s scattered work on the subject. For Kant’s interpretation of friendship, 
our main source was the thesis project of Stijn Van Impe, and by using his thesis we 
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were able to simplify our research of Kant. Kant’s interpretation is used as a support 
for the Aristotelian interpretation through which our analysis shall be made.  
 
Three Types of Friendships Through Aristotle's Interpretation 
Aristotle divides friendship into three separate types with different characteristics. 
These are the friendships of – utility, pleasure and his most revered type of friendship, 
the virtuous friendship. 
!
 In the first kind of friendship, that of utility, the relationship is founded upon mutual 
interests, a series of different factors, which works towards personal gain and benefits 
for the individuals involved. These friendships should therefore result in the 
relationship being beneficial to both parties involved. The first and most basic type of 
friendship as described by Aristotle are the friendships of utility. One might say that 
these friendships are all built upon the idea that the relationship must be mutual for it 
to prevail, thus saying that there must be equivalent exchange of utility, benefit and 
gain. This can be seen as the most basic of friendship since it is very uncomplicated 
and based on the personal needs of the individuals participating. Aristotle also states 
that the love in a friendship of utility is based upon the love for something the other 
person has to offer, in which case this something would be considered positive 
externalities of the friendship. 
!
The second kind of friendships described by Aristotle, are the friendships of pleasure. 
These types of relationships are based upon the qualities of the other person, being 
attractive to each person partaking in the relationship. Such attractive traits could be: 
humor, taste, physique, behaviour etc. These friendships are, to a certain extent, also 
built on the idea of equivalent exchange, where the attractions and the received 
pleasures of the interactions in the friendship should be mutual, if the friendship is to 
be sustained through an extended length of time. One could argue the case that 
establishing both friendships of utility and pleasure have been made easier by the 
platform, Facebook, as it lets its users know what traits and/or benefits one could gain 
by trying to establish a relationship with another given Facebook user. Favourite movies 
or TV shows may be an indication of humor or taste and the physique is shown through 
the uploaded photographs, hereby creating a sort of personal cartography for others to 
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browse through and determine whether or not a relationship with this person could be 
of utility or perhaps pleasurable.  
!
The third type of friendships Aristotle describes are the virtuous friendships. In these 
friendships, each participant admires the goodness of the other person and cooperates 
in trying to achieve a common greater personal level of goodness. When incorporating 
the concept of duration into these friendships, Aristotle argues that the friendship 
based on virtue will prevail over the other two friendships. This is the case, due to the 
fact that the two previously mentioned relationships are usually built on temporary 
need or temporary attraction. Virtuous friendships are what we could explain as being 
profound friendships, based on a mutual feeling of well-wishing for the other 
participant in the relationship. Aristotle believes a virtuous friendship is based on more 
loving than receiving love.  
Aristotle believed that in any good friendship, of any of the three types, is one where 
the input given is equal to the output received, though in virtuous friendships this is 
not a necessity for the relationship to succeed and persist.  
 
Three Types of Friendships Through the Eyes of Kant 
During the process of researching Kant’s interpretation of Aristotle, we found the 
Kantian interpretation to have an overall structure that closely resembles the 
Aristotelian one, but with some very distinct differences. This was quite interesting 
since it allows us to assume that the interpretation of friendship used in 350B.C. (the 
time when Aristotle wrote his Nicomechean Ethics), did not change drastically for 
about two thousand years, when Kant voiced his interpretations of friendship. However, 
what we find in today’s modern era is that the foundations of these friendships seem to 
have been drastically altered by the emergence of countless social platforms, and the 
grip these platforms holds on us. By first trying to grasp the fundamentals of 
friendships as a basic human relationship, as described by philosophers through time, 
we will be able to achieve a much deeper understanding of how Facebook, and other 
social platforms, have affected friendships in the past few years. Due to the similar 
nature of both interpretations, one can easily see how they supplement each other. 
Kant’s interpretations starts off with the definition that friendships are separated into 
  23
Roskilde University HIB Group 15 19/12-2013
three different categories. These being: friendships of need, taste and disposition. 
!
The first type of friendships described, are the friendships of need. These friendships 
can be compared to the friendships of utility from the Aristotelian view. In Kant’s 
definition, the friendship is based on the fact that there is a feeling of mutual care for 
one another, regarding what each member requires for their well-being.  
Stijn Van Impe explains how these friendships include the presumption that the other 
member of the friendship will not only have, but also show interest in the affairs of the 
other.  Van Impe also explains how in such a friendship each friend should be willing to 
take care of their friends’ affairs if they concern a mutual interest. Van Impe describes 
how Kant sees this type of friendship as the beginning of all friendships of men. This is 
the case due to the fact that it builds on a primal human instinct where, in a hunter-
gatherer society, a man could rely on his peers to assist him in accomplishing his goals 
such as gathering food, finding shelter and security. These friendships would be created 
since man had only a few basic goals and, by forming groups, could achieve these more 
effectively. Another interesting reason to create this type of friendship is because a 
friend is one less enemy and thus supports the instinct of self-preservation. This is, at 
the same time, similar to the Aristotelian view, but also different. The main difference 
is that Kant focuses mainly on the needs in life whereas Aristotle does not give that 
specific definition. In Aristotle’s view, the friendships of utility can be anything 
desirable for either party.  
The overall traits of the two definitions are rather similar. 
!
The second type of friendship defined by van Impe, using the Kantian interpretation, 
are the friendships of taste. These friendships, Van Impe argues, are only the 
friendships built on taking pleasure in another’s company and its association. At later 
stages in Kant’s lectures, he also defines this type of friendship as a friendship of 
courtesy. This is quite different to the Aristotelian view where the friendship is built on 
mutual appeal through humor, physique and behavior as a whole. One might say that 
Kant is giving a more interesting view where not only basic attraction, is the foundation 
for this friendship. Due to this, one might argue the case that the Kantian 
interpretation of a friendship of taste or pleasure is less shallow than in the Aristotelian 
view.  
  24
Roskilde University  HIB Group 15 19/12-2013
Van Impe also explains how in Kant’s interpretation of this type of friendship, the most 
likely friendship, the friendship of taste, would be built between two different people. 
In this scenario the appeals of the other person would be their knowledge and 
information, as they would have different interests and thus would have new 
information and knowledge to share with one another other. 
!
The third and last type of friendship as defined by Van Impe, using the Kantian 
interpretation, is the friendship of disposition. This is the equivalent of the Aristotelian 
friendship of virtue. Aristotle regarded the virtuous friendships as the utmost noble 
kind of friendship attainable, as the virtuous friendship is founded upon a person 
wishing all things good for their friends with no regards of utility or pleasure and with 
that in mind the concepts are to a certain extent very similar but quite different in 
other vital points. Both Kant and Aristotle agree that this is the most desirable type of 
friendship since it is not based on the need of something nor does it found upon a 
temporary taste. Van Impe explains how Kant believes that whereas the first two 
friendships are not very stable, the third one is. The third friendship can be described 
as being the friendship for the sake of being friends with someone, being able to show 
the other person that you care for them, and putting another human being’s happiness 
and well-being over your own. 
Overall both interpretations share some very fundamental characteristics. These 
characteristics however, seem to be altered somewhat in the Kantian interpretation. 
This can be a sign of how throughout time, the definition of friendship has not 
changed, but it has evolved alongside human kind. It has to be said however, that the 
problem we faced using these two interpretations is the fact that they are basically the 
opinion of two individuals and not a textbook definition of friendship. But is a total and 
absolute true definition of friendship even achievable? 
!
In the following, we will make an analysis of how friendships fit the Aristotelian 
interpretation. 
 !
The Aristotelian Interpretation 
There are a couple of flaws, or disagreements, to be found with these Aristotelian 
definitions of friendship. Aristotle states that a relationship of any kind with a large 
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gap in moral development can never be perfect, perfect in the sense of friendships 
meaning the virtuous kind. For this premise to be correct, virtuous friendships can 
never be shared between people of opposite sex, nor can virtuous friendships be shared 
amongst people with age differences spanning more than a reasonable amount of 
years. This seems like quite an assumption to make, as deeply rooted friendships are 
shared amongst many people having no regards for the other person’s sex or age. Even 
though these people might share a profound connection with one another, Aristotle will 
argue that their friendship will always remain imperfect, due to the inequality in their 
moral experience. He claims that these ‘imperfect’ friendships are always maintained 
because the individuals regard one another as some method of achieving personal 
satisfaction or pleasure, and there on breaking the boundaries necessary for a virtuous 
friendship, however not breaking any of the guidelines concerning the two basic types 
of friendship. 
Even though Aristotle could hardly have imagined the coming of the Internet, his 
foundations of the three separate friendship definitions still all rely on the importance 
of physical encounters and interactions of varying kinds. With that in mind it would be 
considered highly unlikely that any relation obtained through the usage of Facebook or 
any other internet-based social hub, could be classified under Aristotle’s original 
concepts of friendship.  
 
We decided to have this analysis of Facebook friendships through the Aristotelian 
interpretation of friendship to show whether or not friendships have been redefined 
and changed since the emergence of Facebook. To fully be able to discuss Aristotle’s 
ideas of friendship relative to the Facebook ideas of friendship one must first create 
the relevance in the comparison. This comparison starts out with the fact that in our 
increasingly interconnected world, Facebook is seen as a primary tool to not only 
maintain friendships but also form new. Whether Facebook actually produces 
friendships is however debatable, this is because friendship is one of the freest 
relationships and it's a very relative term to define. 
Because of this, finding a definition can be very tricky. The primary focus of this 
section will be to analyze on the interaction between Facebook friendships and the 
Aristotelian view on friendship. The theories of what friendship is and how it works will 
be used as a definition of friendship, which is then compared to the concept of 
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Facebook friendship. We will use these theories to comprehend the relative nature of 
friendships and what friendships entail as a social relationship. Both Aristotle and 
Immanuel Kant are influential figures in philosophy of their time but their theory of 
friendships can also be applied in a modern scenario. In combination with the 
Aristotelian perceptions of friendship and Facebook friendships, we will be evaluating 
how they fit together and thus evaluate if Aristotle’s theory of friendship can be 
applied to a modern concept.  
 
!
Analysis 
Through the use of multiple interpretations, we can seek to define friendship and then 
compare it to the Facebook friendships. Van Impe explains the concept of friendship 
created by Kant, one may find that the general idea of what ‘friendship’ was, was a 
general concept of the love felt towards mankind. This becomes a very relevant 
sentence, since both him and Aristotle have a similar understanding of how this can be 
the foundation of friendships regardless what type they are. When comparing this idea 
to the concept of what ‘friendship’ means on the social platform Facebook, one will 
find that the general perception of Facebook friendships are to some extent built on 
the same principle being general love towards mankind. Disregarding all the possible 
reasons for ‘friending’ someone on Facebook the general idea behind most of them are 
general love. An important distinction to make at this point is the degree of 
engagement involved in Facebook and face-to-face friendships. Our initial question 
contained the ideas of sustained friendships as well as creating new friendships, but 
when asking an older audience, they would never make a new friendship on Facebook 
(Digital Immigrants interview 3). This leads one to believe that the difference between 
face-to-face interactions and Facebook interactions are quite different, at least for the 
older generation. If interactions on Facebook were the same as social interactions, 
they should be able to lead to friendships of any sort. This is not so for the Digital 
Immigrant group, at least, and thus one can see that the digital immigrants don't see 
Facebook as a way of social interaction. The Digital Immigrants also state that 
Facebook friends are seen more as acquaintances than friends. This in turn gives the 
definition of friendship a new spin, since it can have a wide understanding. It seems 
that the term ‘friends’ has been given a more shallow meaning and understanding of 
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the word due to Facebook. At a younger age the trend continues, with the Digital 
Settlers, multiple of them said that out of around 500 ‘Facebook friends’ they have 
around 20 to 30 who they would actually consider being their actual ‘friends’ (Digital 
Native Interview 2). This draws a clear line between ‘friends’ and ‘Facebook friends’. A 
Digital Native however, does not draw a clear distinction between ‘friends’ and 
‘Facebook friends’ whereas the other groups drew this distinction directly without 
being asked. However when asked on the subject, they all supported the same view of 
the other groups, saying that Facebook is not only for ‘real friends’ but some also try to 
have a many friends as possible, this way the term ‘friend’, which is used so often on 
Facebook, becomes even more shallow and evolved into a plain number. Some delete 
their friends on Facebook “I don’t want to be friends with random people” (Digital 
Native Interview 3). The fact that one can just ‘delete’ a friend does not make sense 
when following the Aristotelian view and therefore this aspect of Facebook does not 
follow the Aristotelian interpretation of friendship. 
 Van Impe also says that one of Kant’s most impacting ideas of man is the so-called 
self-love. It is not only said to be very impacting, but also the most motivating feeling 
for a human and thus, by stepping over this basic emotion and to set someone else’s 
happiness above your own is the true understanding of friendship to a certain extent. 
This is both for Kant and Aristotle considered a major influence in the founding of 
friendships, as seen in both the friendship of goodness or virtue and in the friendship 
disposition. This cannot really be seen through Facebook since it is so disconnected 
from self-sacrificial actions, for example one does not make time in ones scheduled to 
talk to someone on Facebook, where as a phone call or a meet-up require more time 
and effort. Due to this, a friendship, which is built on only interactions over Facebook, 
cannot be sustained since it's very difficult to show someone that their happiness 
comes before theirs through a chat window. Since Aristotle was not alive when 
Facebook came into existence, one could only make the assumption that he would not 
approve of friendships based purely on Facebook interactions. The Digital Immigrants 
would probably agree with this, an interesting factor may be consider the age of the 
group since their definition of friendship is to a large extent, closer to Van Impe’s 
interpretation of what Kant’s definition of friendship is, than the other two digital 
groups. The Aristotelian description of friendship divides friends into different types of 
friendship, friendship of - utility, pleasure, and goodness or virtue.  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These friendships can be quite easily related, to the information we received from our 
interview with the 3 digital groups. The first type of friendship discussed is the so-
called Friendship of utility. This friendship consists of each involved party trusting the 
other party with supplying what they need for their mental and physical well-being. 
The friendship works by each of the involved people accepting that there is a 
friendship between them and them both having something they will gain from the 
relationship. This type of friendship may seem to be quite distanced from Facebook 
since it is often based on physical items. However, this is not so for many people in the 
modern world, especially adult world, as they use Facebook to stay in contact with 
acquaintances. These include old school mates, maybe a potential boss, or other form 
of employment. Because of this, Facebook can be seen, to some, to be a primary 
source of friendships of utility instead of virtous friendships. This is most prominent in 
the second Digital group, the Digital Settlers. As a bottom line one may choose to say 
that a Facebook friendship can be seen as a friendship of need which is not necessarily 
mutual. The fact that Facebook friendship is not always mutual can be seen as being 
caused because one does not have to have pictures of one’s own to be able to view 
others, nor does one need to post statuses to be able to read others. This is also 
supported by the lack of privacy in the interaction between people on Facebook, 
because Facebook automatically shares your information with your friends unless you 
make sure it doesn't.  
 
The second type of friendship, the friendship of taste or pleasure, is a friendship built 
on taking pleasure in other peoples company as well as mutual interests. For this 
section one may choose to look at the Kantian interpretation of the second type of 
friendship. Kant has an interesting point where, he claims that men are more likely to 
build a friendship of taste with someone of a different social group. He claims 
similarities would not be beneficial for such a friendship. Kant argues that if two 
people are similar they have nothing interesting to give the other one. There appears 
to be no information, which could be gained from the relationship. Due to the 
difference between the two parties involved, there will always been entertainment 
since both could amuse each other with their own specific knowledge. This type of 
friendship can technically be found through Facebook. Through Facebook one can 
easily find people with both similar and different opinions. However the creation of 
  29
Roskilde University HIB Group 15 19/12-2013
these friendships could be considered ‘weird’ by at least the Digital Natives, as well as 
the digital immigrants who would usually not start such a relationship, since the 
friendship would be formed due to mutual interests and not some brief social 
interaction. This type of friendship cannot be as closely related to the Facebook as the 
friendship of need can be.  
 
The third and final type of friendship for Aristotle is the friendship of virtue. This type 
of friendship can be seen as the most honest form of friendship. That is the case 
because it is not built on needs or predisposed social conditions which both are seen as 
potentially temporary. This type of friend could be considered, in a social condition, a 
‘best friend’ or a ´true friend´. This friendship, which both Kant and Aristotle, to some 
extent, agree on, is the most sustainable and most difficult friendship to create. Van 
Impe explains how these friendships do not want anything from each other. They are 
not made to gain a something of need. When viewing this in the context of ‘Facebook 
friendships’, the older generations may have these types of friends but the 
communication would definitely not be done purely through Facebook, since Facebook 
has become the easy way to stay in touch without even trying and thus, when regarding 
earlier statements where self-sacrifice of time, especially becomes increasingly 
important to show the significance of a friendship. 
 
 The bottom line therefore becomes, that this can be seen as the idea that if 
someone’s friendship is very significant to another someone, Facebook would not be 
the best way to sustain it. As a conclusive statement for this analysis, one may choose 
to focus on the high relevance of this in today’s society. It is becoming increasingly less 
difficult to stay in touch with friends, family, classmates, etc.  
This does however require that one shows an increased amount of effort since it is 
easier to treat all one’s friends, the same. It now requires extra effort, to show a 
specific person, one of your ‘friendships of disposition’, that you actively wish to keep 
in contact. When researching this section of the project, we contemplated our 
interpretation of friendship, and whether it is similar, or different to those of big-name 
philosophers. After a while we came to conclude that the idea of splitting up ones 
friends is applicable to most friends but not to all. It becomes a very mechanical 
process if one were to select different people in one’s life and put them in a box with a 
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label on it. We realized that even though these ideas are very helpful for the definition 
of friendship, the true essence of friendships cannot be captured by simply labeling 
people.  
As previously mentioned, friendship is a very vague term to define, and all that has 
been done is look at how two individuals, Kant and Aristotle, have defined friendship 
and in philosophy through time it appears that, that is as good of a definition as we will 
get. As a conclusion of past experiences during this research, we feel that friendship is 
not defined by a philosopher but defined by everyone on an individual level based on 
the people around one and one’s identity itself. Facebook is not only a way to stay in 
contact with one’s friends, but Facebook is as close to reality as we can come at this 
point in technology. Due to this, Facebook has become the place where many people 
express themselves, through photographs, music, videos, poems, etc. 
Facebook has become more than just a social networking site it has become a part of 
one’s social life, and thus it's become a vessel through which we show who we are, our 
identity. 
!
In the following chapter we will discuss, describe and analyze the most pressing issue 
concerning Aristotle, Kant and their, would-be thoughts on Facebook and friendships 
that have been digitalized. We will thoroughly look into the answers provided to us by 
the focus group interview participants, and try to draw a correlation from their voiced 
opinion to the definitions of friendships of past provided by Kant and Aristotle. 
!
Chapter 4: Friendships on Facebook  
Now, having identified the tendencies of the three digital groups, outlined Zuckerberg’s 
college project phenomenon, explored the identity of the Digital Natives, and finally, 
understood the concept of friendship through the eyes of philosophers Kant and 
Aristotle, we want to take all these and investigate friendships online.  
To begin with, we will be looking at how the different digital groups understand 
friendship, and how they use Facebook as a way of communicating. This will give us an 
idea of there is a difference between the three digital groups. We will be focusing on 
the term ‘friend’, in coherence with Facebook. We will investigate if our friends on 
Facebook are actually our friends, or if we are only accepting the ‘friend request’ 
because we feel obligated to. Furthermore, we will also look into the differences of 
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face-to-face friendship and online friendships.  
!
Facebook Friends/Acquaintances 
Facebook is a place where we have friends and ‘friends’, meaning that some of the 
friends we have on Facebook might not be friends but acquaintances. A recent survey, 
completed by Mashable, found that of the 400 women they interviewed, many of them 
did not befriend their Facebook friends as much as you would assume. The majority 
said they had at least one friend, who was a ‘drama queen’, or at least one obnoxiously 
‘proud mother’, as a Facebook friend. The survey also showed that 84 pct. of the 400 
women, admit to being annoyed by friends on Facebook, and the one they were mostly 
annoyed with, at 63 pct., were the complainers. But why do we befriend these people, 
if we find them annoying? Is it because we do not want to be rude, and delete them as 
friends, in case they find out? Through our focus group interview, we might be able to 
answer these questions as they discussed these subjects: “I feel like it’s awkward to 
delete people, I mean what if they found out and asked you why? How would I explain 
that?” (Digital Native) 
!
This is a subject in which the Digital Immigrants disagree; they are more mature and 
confident in this way: “I feel that younger people add other people faster, than they 
do within my age group, I think the younger generation feel obligated to accept new 
friends, because they don’t want to be mean” (Digital Immigrant). This person would 
accept a friend request from someone they know, but might find annoying, because 
they do not want it to become awkward, and they do not want to be viewed as a mean 
or arrogant person. The Settlers have the same opinion towards this as the Digital 
Natives, while a Digital Immigrant would neither find it awkward nor wrong to delete a 
‘friend’ on Facebook; “With Facebook you can delete and add people in a heartbeat, 
which also makes it really impersonal – no one notices and no ones cares, that you’ve 
deleted them.” (Digital Immigrant) 
!
According to a different survey, made by Marketing Charts, the average number of 
Facebook friends, among age groups 18-24-year-olds, this group could also be called 
Digital Natives, is at 510. This is where we could ask ourselves, is it possible for a 
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person to have 510 real friends, or is it more of a race among the teenagers to have 
the most Facebook friends? According to one of our Digital Native participants, it was 
very much the case when she was younger. “I don’t accept everyone anymore, but 
when I was younger I though it was cool if you had a lot of friends.” (Digital Native) 
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
 
!
The graph (Marketing Charts, 2013) above shows the average number of Facebook 
friend by age group, as of April 2013. This is a survey showing, that the older you get, 
the less friends you have on Facebook. In other words, the older you get, the more 
realistic your Facebook friend list becomes. According to this survey, the lowest 
average of Facebook friends you have, is when you are in the age group of 55-64-year-
olds, also known to Palfrey and Gasser as the Digital Immigrants.  
!
Sociologist Peter Marsden has called this group of people that we all have, a ‘core 
discussion network.’  In a national sample of 1,531 Americans studied in the 1980s, he 
found that core-discussion-network size decreases as we age, that there is no overall 
difference between men and women in core-network size, and that those with a 
college degree have core networks that are nearly twice as large as those who did not 
finish high school (Christakis and Fowler, 2011). 
!
So why is there such a drastic change between the age groups? Do you simply ‘clean 
out’ your friends, the older you get? Is it easier and more tolerant to do when you get 
older? And why is it necessary for some to have a huge amount of friends? 
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If we where to put the three Digital groups in connection to the graph, we would see a 
clear correlation between age and the amount of friends we have, and thus we have a 
slightly better understanding of why this might be. The Digital Settlers are not as set in 
life as the Digital Immigrants, they change jobs and go out more. Because of this, they 
meet more people who they then befriend on Facebook. This was stated by one of the 
Settlers during the focus group interview: “I usually accept everyone’s friend request, I 
mean if I have met him or her at least once. It’s a good networking site. You just have 
to know what your intentions with Facebook are. If you want to use it for close 
relations, you don’t accept everyone” (Digital Settler). This was the general opinion 
amongst the Digital Settlers, but after talking to the Digital Immigrants, we saw a 
different set of norm when it came to sorting through your friends; ”I said no to my 
sister’s ex-husband. I really didn’t need to be his friend, not even when he was 
married to my sister. He lives in Jutland so I never talk to him or see him. So why do 
we need to be friends?” (Digital Immigrant). 
Technically, the more friends you have, the less you speak with the majority of them. 
You usually end up having a few friends, who comment on your posts or interact with 
you on a regular basis through Facebook. This is very much a fact in our Digital groups. 
They all had well over 200 friends, but only spoke with a around 20 of these so called 
friends, on a regular basis; “I would say that most of them are just people I know, and 
maybe I’ve met them like once or twice but they are not my actual friends.” (Digital 
Native) or “A friend on Facebook is not the same as a friend in real life, and often it’s 
just someone you’ve met once.”  (Digital Native) By saying this, our Digital Native 
classified his Facebook friends, not as ‘friends’, but as ‘acquaintances’. Some of them 
being people he does not really have a connection to, apart from having met him or her 
once or twice.   
These few friends that you end up speaking with through Facebook, are also more 
likely to be your close friends offline. You could argue that the rest of your Facebook 
friends are irrelevant, and more of a recipient to your updates, as you also are very 
likely to be the same towards them. Some might see a high amount of Facebook friends 
as a positive factor, when it comes to networking. Every person on your Facebook is a 
networking opportunity. The social networking sites allow you to remain loosely 
connected to old friends or acquaintances, and you do not have to interact with them 
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on a regular basis. Being friends on Facebook keeps us connected (Poh, unknown 
release year).  
Computer-mediated Communication 
In the following part, we would like to discuss Facebook friendship versus face-to-face 
friendships, and we will talk about their differences. To do this we will focus on the 
sociological theory by Susan Herring of Computer Mediated Communication, also known 
as CMC. This is interesting compared to the previous part because it focuses on how 
friendships have become much more impersonal after the emergence of social 
networking sites such as Facebook.  
!
Computer-mediated communication is communication that takes place between human 
beings through computers or similar digital media (Herring, 1996).  
There has always been a normative perspective when it comes to computer-mediated 
communication. This being that it is looked upon as a lesser form of communication 
compared to interpersonal communication. Interpersonal communication is 
communication in which people speak with each other face-to-face. This form of 
communication is seen as the better form of communication, because if communication 
happens through a digital media, it can be viewed as a more impersonal form of 
communication, we could discuss that the reason for this, is because the 
communication is being disturbed or interrupted by being passed through a digital 
media. This could for example be communication through Facebook or texting.  
While the phone used to be a digital media, through its first decades or so, at least 
until the release of a computer, it was seen as an impersonal way of communication. 
The media has developed throughout the years, and the digital media have become 
very popular. Nowadays, the phone is probably not looked upon as a digital media, in 
which communication is very impersonal. This is because the phone is very well 
integrated in our society because it is one of the oldest digital media in our society. 
Facebook on the other hand can be looked upon as a very impersonal form of 
communication, but Facebook has also only been part of our society for less than a 
decade, while the phone was introduced to us in 1844. Constant development in digital 
media, make other digital media more personal, when they are compared with other 
types of communication devices. It is also quite clear if we look at the answers our 
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focus groups gave us, that the phone is definitely seen as a much more personal form 
of communication: 
!
“I would’nt ask for a number, but asking for a Facebook is less awkward, and not as 
personal.” (Digital Native) 
“It’s much more personal to send a text message than writing on Facebook. It’s a 
closer friend when you text.” (Digital Native) 
!
“But on the other hand; Facebook is so impersonal, so when I get the chance, I call, 
text or e-mail. It’s more private, and there is more effort put in to it.” (Digital 
Settler) 
!
This does not mean that mediated communication, especially not that through CMC, is 
seen as a personal form of communication yet, and interpersonal communication is still 
seen as the better and more personal form of communication. According to our digital 
groups, they found it less awkward and much more impersonal to speak with someone 
through Facebook, especially if they did not know them: “It is less awkward when you 
write to someone you might not know very well, it kind of makes it more 
impersonal…” (Red. Compared to texting or calling) (Digital Settler). If they did know 
them they were much more likely to send them a text message. While the Digital 
Natives would find that the private message function on Facebook to be equivalent to 
text messaging, the Digital Settlers would still find that much more impersonal, and 
would prefer texting if needing to be personal. The Digital Immigrants saw both 
Facebook-messaging and texting as two impersonal actions, while calling was a much 
more personal act. A Digital Immigrant compared this with getting a postcard: “One of 
the best things ever is, when you get a real postcard instead of a Facebook message. 
It’s easy to send a greeting through Facebook, but it is nice to know someone spent 
some time and thought of me.” (Digital Immigrant) 
!
“I think technology has created a new way of relating to one and other, it is a more 
shallow way. So we need to remember how it was before, when we took time for each 
other. It is a good way (red. Facebook) for keeping in touch with people who live far 
away.” (Digital Immigrant) 
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!
A function that is very popular on Facebook among the Natives and Settlers is the 
event-function because it can gather people in one place. It is very effective and you 
get a clear picture of who is coming and who is not. But still they found it to be quite 
impersonal if you were invited to a party through Facebook: “It’s more personal to be 
invited to a party face to face, than on Facebook”  (Digital Settler) 
!
Compared to friendships through Facebook, face-to-face is much more personal both 
according to Herring’s theory of CMC, but also according to our Digital groups. Face-to-
face relationships can be seen as a more personal way of communication because you 
have emotions and facial expressions, while communication through a computer or 
similar digital media, messages and meanings can be misunderstood, and thereby there 
will be miscommunication.  
Mediated communication is the easier way of communicating, because it can easily be 
corrected and modified to perfection, where as face-to-face communication cannot be 
corrected and modified – whatever you say, you say, and that is what people will hear, 
and from that, they will form an understanding. If you say something wrong, or bad, it 
can have serious consequences. Though if you write something through a digital media, 
you can easily correct it.  
When speaking through CMC, you can be anonymous and have different identities. This 
is possible because of the lack of face-to-face action; you could have the idea, that 
people become de-personalized: ““No one posts bad stuff on Facebook about 
themselves. Everybody is perfect according to their Facebook profile. People promote 
themselves as they want to, and therefore the aspects of ones personality can 
disappear. You don’t get a truthful picture of how people are, what they are about, 
and what they represent.” (Digital Native) 
!
Also, changing your identity could be much easier, if it is a person you have only met 
once or twice. In that case, you might not know their real ‘self’, and therefore, you get 
a different idea of who these people are. This idea might not be the right view on the 
person, but it ends up being the view you have on that person. “I’m thinking about all 
the opinions, that people throw out there. They forget that once it’s out there, you 
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can’t take it back, so you have to be aware of what kind of image you want to 
send.” (Digital Immigrant) 
!
Furthermore CMC is easily connected with a fear of the conversation becoming 
superficial and maybe unreal, but will there come a time in which a conversation 
through CMC will no longer feel this way, as it has with the phone? Facebook is 
definitely getting closer to becoming a more personal forum for you to speak with your 
actual friends, this being because of the function for private messaging: “I actually 
write more on Facebook with my friends, than I text with them.” (Digital Native) 
Showing us that you can be personal on Facebook with your friends, and actually use 
that for having a conversation – this might be because it is easier to communicate 
through Facebook if you are already online. There could be a connection between this, 
and the amount of time the different groups spent on Facebook.  
Through our focus group interviews, we found that the three groups agreed on a lot of 
matters, even when their usage of the social networking sites differed. We found that 
the Digital Settlers and Natives where by far the most active users on Facebook. If we 
consider some of the quotes from the interview, we can see that they spend way more 
time online than the Immigrants. A Digital Settler said: “I might get home from school 
at 12 and at 16 you do not understand where the time went, so I just spent 4 hours 
doing nothing, learning nothing.” While a Digital Native said: “Yeah, I check mine 
whenever I have time for it, so I end up checking it a lot throughout the day”  
This is an enormous amount of time spent by the Natives and Settlers. After a shorter 
discussion during the interview the Digital Settler agreed that the average time spend 
on Facebook was anywhere between 1-3 hours a day.  
The Immigrants on the other hand would check Facebook several times throughout the 
day, but for no more than 5 minutes at a time.  
!
If you spend most of your free time checking your Facebook you will automatically use 
this device for contacting your friends, and thereby you might not find Facebook to be 
impersonal.  
A Digital Immigrant found Facebook to be quite impersonal because of the lack of face-
to-face action: “I use Skype a lot; in that way you still have the face-to-face 
conversation, which I think Facebook lacks.”  (Digital Immigrant) 
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!
It is true, that Skype could be seen as a much more personal device, when it comes to 
face to face communication, because you specifically chooses to call a specific person, 
but Facebook is getting closer to becoming a face-to-face communication device with 
their FaceTime function, which is a video chat, this means you can actually have sort 
of a face to face conversation through Facebook, and thereby through CMC.  
So the biggest difference between face-to-face relationships and Facebook 
relationships is the physical presence, as mentioned in the physical presence 
(interpersonal) you get everything, that being expressions and tone of voice, whilst you 
through CMC only get mostly written content, if not chatting through video chat, and 
even through video chatting there can be delays and lacks which makes it a lesser form 
of communication. Also communication through CMC has changed throughout time, 
since you, while having a conversation through CMC, can have a form of socio-
emotional communication, which is communication with emotions and social content. 
This socio-emotional communication is emoticons, which is smileys, pictures, sound, 
and so on.  
Another notable difference between the two forms of communication is the possibility 
for communication through time and space. For example, when someone you know 
moves far away, the task of keeping in contact can be difficult. But with help from CMC 
this becomes possible, and the contact can be kept because they can communicate 
through time and space.  
!
Friendship has, to some degree, become more impersonal act in some cases. Face-to-
face friendship, the kind of friendship you have with your close friends is still very 
personal because they are still being developed and cared for through face-to-face 
actions. The friendships, that has become much more impersonal, are the ones that are 
being maintained through Facebook our other social networking sites. These friendships 
might have been neglected or even have existed if it was not for Facebook.  
!
When friendships become more impersonal through Facebook, some problems could 
follow. Our three focus groups were quite focused upon privacy and cyberbullying.  
!
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One of the main points where all three groups agreed was privacy; they all agreed that 
personal problems should be kept off Facebook.  
They expressed, that unless you only accept your immediate group of friends, you 
should not share personal issues.  
This is why one of the major concerns regarding Facebook and its privacy settings. 
Users are not sure what people who are not their friends can see. There is currently 83 
million fake profiles, these profiles include Facebook pages for pets, duplicate 
Facebook profiles besides the users primary page, identity theft profiles and profiles 
made solely for spamming other users (Statistic Brain, 2013).  
 
!
!
!
!
 
In a survey conducted by Jakob Linaa Jensen and Anne Scott Sørensen it shows just how 
concerned people are with their privacy. 
57% of people asked, agreed or partly agreed that Facebook is like a town square, 
where everything is public and more then 80% reflect on privacy with only 12% partly 
disagreeing or disagreeing (Jensen and Sørensen, 2013). This is a large amount of 
people who are concerned, showing that users are aware of this. This also 
demonstrates that Facebook needs to be very aware of this problem if they want to 
keep their users. This being said, Facebook is constantly working on their privacy 
settings. They are shaping privacy settings to fit everyone’s needs.  
During the three focus group interviews, there was a clear concern about privacy 
amongst all three groups. Although the Digital Immigrants where far more aware of 
this, then the two younger groups. The Digital Immigrants had a different way of 
approaching the privacy issues. They where very aware of privacy and therefore they 
never uploaded anything private, or personal, the Digital Natives and Settlers although 
acknowledging the problem, still uploaded private and personal issues to Facebook, but 
made sure to changes the settings to private.  
Another problem recognized by the three Digital groups, was the massive amounts of 
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redundant comments made by friends and acquaintances. This is not only recognized 
by the participants in our focus groups, but also by the general public. A survey from 
Pew Research Center shows that 10 % think it is a waste of time, while another 10% 
thought of it as a waste of time or thought that the content of Facebook was 
irrelevant. 9% did not want to be involved in all the drama/gossip or negativity that is 
shared on the site. 
Some of the verbatim thoughts from those who took Facebook breaks include the 
following: “I was tired of stupid comments.” …  “[I had] crazy friends. I did not want to 
be contacted.” … “I took a break when it got boring.” …  “It was not getting me 
anywhere.” …  “Too much drama.” … “You get burned out on it after a while.” … “I 
gave it up for Lent.” … “I was fasting.” … “People were [posting] what they had for 
dinner.” …  “I didn’t like being monitored.” … “I got harassed by someone from my past 
who looked me up.”…  “I don’t like their privacy policy.” … “It caused problems in my 
romantic relationship” (Rainie, Smith and Duggan, 2013) 
!
The problems regarding Facebook for adults are far less severe then the problems for 
younger adults or kids, in that adults can usually defend themselves. 
Cyber bullying is a major problem within the younger generation. Kids can say what 
they want behind their own computer screen or under a fake name. The bully does not 
need to befriend the victim, they can message the person or post things on there own 
wall about the person. In a school system with 800 students, this information goes viral 
very fast.  
During our focus group interview with the Digital Immigrants, 2 of the participants 
worked at a school, they had very different opinions regarding the use of Facebook in 
the younger generation. On the one hand they saw Facebook as a great tool for new 
students to get to know their new classmates, but on the other hand they can easily 
see the downfalls to Facebook. They mentioned both aspects in the focus group 
interview: “I think it’s a great tool for kids starting a new school, they can check out 
and message their new class mates. The first day at a new school is something that 
takes a lot of guts, but if you already have an impression, it might be easier.” (Digital 
Immigrant)  
!
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“But on the other hand, Facebook is one of the main reasons for bulling, the kids think 
they are safe behind the screen. This is also why the school principle are friends with 
all the kids, so he can catch the bulling before it escalates, I think this outweighs the 
good stuff” (Digital Immigrant) 
!
There is an enormous amount of focus on cyber bulling at schools, and there is a very 
good reason for this. An online survey shows One million children were harassed, 
threatened or subjected to other forms of cyber bullying on Facebook during the past 
year (PEW internet survey, 2013) This can have great effects on children, during a 
fragile time of their life. In 2013, a 12-year-old girl committed suicide after months of 
being harassed by up to 15 girls on Facebook (Stanglin and Welch, 2013), and this is not 
the only case where cyber bullying has led to such extremes.  
Sociological view on Facebook – what do people think of me? 
With Facebook, the need for recognition has become much greater. We are conscious 
about what we post and whether or not people will approve or like it. Facebook is not 
a place where we show our bad habits or anything negative. In this part of our project, 
we will look at the sociological view on Facebook, and how most of our focus groups 
participants consciously thought about what their Facebook friends think.  
!
“Society arises from the individual and the individual arises out of 
associations” (Simmel, 1958)  
This is as much true, for social networking sites today, as it was for the social relations, 
when Simmel stated this. Facebook is a big online society that a lot of us feel a need to 
be a part of. We want to be apart of the pictures, the events, the status updates and 
the rallying of political work. We want to be a part of something bigger.  We are going 
to look at the sociological aspect of Facebook, to acquire a deeper understanding of 
why people use Facebook the way they do. 
The need for recognition is noticed between the 2 younger groups, Digital Natives and 
Digital Settlers. Both groups where willing to delete updates or photos if they did not 
get enough likes: “I would definitely delete a post, if it didn’t get enough likes, I don’t 
want other people to think I am boring or weird” (Digital Native) 
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When you socialize in you everyday-life, you do not have the same time to think about 
what you say, or do. Because of this, a face-to-face relationship will give a more 
accurate perception of who you are.  
This was a common opinion while talking to the Digital Settlers and Natives: “I think, 
with Facebook, you get a fake picture of how great other people are doing, you see 
how people are traveling and do fun things, and you feel like you are just home and 
bored, not doing anything whit your life. Facebook users only show the good stuff – so 
the image is very distorted.” (Digital Settler)  
!
The Natives were very adamant about what they posted on Facebook, they wanted 
people to see the good side, and acknowledge what they had shared by ‘liking’ or 
commenting on their posts. For one of the Digital Natives went as far as deleting posts 
if they did not achieve enough likes and comments on their posts. 
“I would definitely delete a post, if it didn’t get enough likes, I don’t want other 
people to think I am boring or weird” (Digital Native) 
!
This is where the Digital Settlers diverge from the Natives. They openly expressed, that 
when they where younger, they would delete posts if they did not get enough likes. But 
now, when they are older, it is not about likes, it is more about communication with 
friends and family.  
  
One could discuss that this idea changes the older you get. It could be connected to our 
Digital Immigrants having fewer friends on Facebook, and these friends, being people 
they know have friends who like them. This does not give them an urge for recognition 
because they already get it through their face-to-face friendships. Many of our 
friendships are simply, as mentioned previously, acquaintances. These acquaintances 
are, to our focus group participants, great networking opportunities; especially among 
the Digital Immigrants. 
Strong Ties, Weak Ties 
Facebook is a social networking site where the idea is to create a networking self; 
these terms are not quite equivalent. One could say, that Facebook users do not use 
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Facebook to meet new people, more then they use it to keep in touch with their 
already exciting network, a more accurate term would therefor be a network site with 
a networked self. Even though Mark Zuckerberg’s initial idea was to create a 
networking site where college students had a chance to meet other students at other 
major colleges, this site has become more of a way of connecting with your closer 
acquaintances. We want to look at the advantages of weak ties versus strong ties and 
why we feel the need to surround ourselves with these weak ties. 
!
As a social being, we create many ties throughout our life, we have our strong ties; 
which are the close friends we talk to on a regular basic and we have the weak ties, 
which we are friends of friends, people we meet throughout our travels or relations we 
come across in our everyday life, such as our grocer or our neighbour.  
With Facebook we can keep track of, and even utilize these weak ties. 
In terms of connecting with our weak ties and staying in touch with what is going on in 
the world around us, the weak ties with our acquaintances are surprisingly, much more 
important, than the conversations with our closer friends. The information we discuss 
with our friends frequently comes from weak tie sources.  These weak ties can also be 
utilized to create job opportunities. In connection with Facebook we have the option to 
write a status update, which will appear on all our Facebook friends’ newsfeed, this 
makes it possible to contact a large group of people all at once.  During our focus group 
interview, the Digital Settlers agreed that the value of weak ties where quite 
important. They saw it as a great opportunity to get a large and diverse network: “I 
haven’t cleaned out in my 500 friends, because if my job. I am very aware that I don’t 
talk to all these people but they might be perfect in a work related situation.” (Digital 
Settler) 
!
Everyone in the focus group agreed that it was a good idea to keep all your week ties 
on Facebook, for numerous reasons. For one of them is was about obtaining knowledge: 
“I agree with you, also you know things about subjects that don’t interest you in 
particular, for example politics or cars, because of the updates from all your so called 
weak ties” (Digital Settler) 
!
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If we look at Mark S. Gravonetter’s “The Strength of Weak Ties”, it states In terms of 
connection with general society and staying in touch with what is going on in the wider 
world, the weak ties with our acquaintances are paradoxically much more important 
than the inwardly-focused conversations with our closer friends. Indeed, the 
information we discuss with our friends often comes from wider sources (Gravonetter, 
1973) 
!
With Facebook being a big part of our everyday life, it automatically helps decide 
whom we see as friends, and who is just someone we know. With Facebook we decide 
whether we are friends for the purpose of being friends, acquaintances or networking. 
We can choose to befriend some people, and some people we can simply ignore. This 
would not be an option in face-to-face friendships. This following part will focus on 
how Facebook has changed the way we approach and communicate with each other.  
How Does Facebook Change the Ways We Approach Each Other? 
As mentioned earlier, Aristotle sees the foundation of a good friendship as being a 
virtues friendship, meaning a friendship in which we do not expect anything in return, 
and you have a mutual understanding and respect within that friendship. In our modern 
society we have a pre-empted expectations that everyone is on Facebook, and when 
we meet new and interesting people, we immediately befriend them on Facebook.  
Facebook can on one hand promote friendships, but on the other hand, it can also 
make it harder to uphold the relationships you already have. Because of this you have 
to know how to use this social platform and what your expectations are. In this chapter 
we want to look at the way Facebook has changed the way we approach each other 
both over the Internet but also in real life. The issues we will address will be problems, 
which are noticeable in everyday life, online, but also face-to-face relations. Because 
of the fact that you can follow people’s lives so closely, you also know what they are 
doing when we are not interacting with them or keeping in touch. As Carlin Flora 
describes: “Media is how you know about anything more than ten yards away. All these 
things used to be separated into public media (like visual or print communications 
made by a small group of professionals) and personal media (like letters and phone 
calls made by ordinary citizens). Now these two modes have fused.” (Flora, 2013) 
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This can create situations, which might ruin friendships, relationships or other social 
relations, by creating a feeling of being left out or being forgotten by your friends. This 
is just one of the limitations of Facebook and was experienced by one of the Digital 
Settlers: “I had a friend who moved to Paris, and never called me or wrote me on 
Facebook, but I noticed she had time for everyone else. In the end we stopped being 
friends because of this, there was not a mutual interest in keeping the relationship 
going” (Digital Settler) 
!
On the one hand, this can be a way of losing friendships, but the constant updating 
from acquaintances can also be perceived as an inspiration to do more with your life, 
when you see all the accomplishments your Facebook friends/acquaintances have 
achieved, we want to travel the same places, see the same things, acquire the same 
skills. We want to have an interesting life to share on Facebook.  
In the time before Facebook, we only knew what our close friends where doing in their 
everyday lives, the places they where traveling, the people they where seeing. We had 
to gather this information through letters or phone calls, and in later times through 
email. Flora mentions this in her book Friendfluence: “If she, like some of my other 
friends, were not so pro-Facebook, those same qualities of hers would still influence 
and inspire me, but not as regularly, since she lives so far away” (Flora, 2013) 
!
One of the major critics of Facebook, William Deresiewicz, an American author, 
essayist, and literary critic, wrote A Jane Austen Education, How Six Novels Taught me 
About Love, Friendship, and the Things that Really Matter. Carlin Flora also uses 
Deresiewicz point of view in her book “Friendfluence”. 
He sees Facebook relationships as superfluous and as a desperate cry for validation 
(Flora, 2013). He talks about Facebook in a very negative tone and shows very harsh 
thoughts on the popular social network site: “Before, we used to tailor what we said 
and how we expressed thoughts to a specific friend or group of friends. Now we’re 
just broadcasting our stream of consciousness … to all 500 of our friends at once, 
hoping that someone, anyone, will confirm our existence by answering back, 
Deresiewicz writes.” (Flora, 2013) 
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The Digital Immigrants, who participated in our focus group interview, do not see this 
as a problem. They did not use the media in a way where you share every little detail 
of your life, but rather what you find important to share with your friends.  
The Digital Natives and Settlers where more aware of this fact and did put a lot of 
thought into what they uploaded and shared on Facebook. 
!
Furthermore friendships also changed in the way, that you choose whom you want to 
befriend, and whether or not you want to read or look at what they post. It is much 
easier to ignore someone through Facebook, than it is in real life: “On Facebook people 
choose whether or not they want to read your update, or see the video you’ve 
uploaded, but in real life you have to respect your friends, and not cut them off, if 
they want to share something with you.” (Digital Settler) 
!
Through this part of the project, we found that our digital groups are different. The 
way you use Facebook is subject to change the older you get. While almost every 
Digital Native and Settler out there have a Facebook profile, it is more ‘rare’ to have a 
Facebook profile if you are a Digital Immigrant. Digital Natives tend to use Facebook 
for communication, but also for acceptance and approval from their friends. For them 
it is about getting likes, posting pictures of themselves and of fun things. For the 
Digital Settlers it is much more about communication only, and have a network. The 
Digital Immigrants use Facebook for sharing and thereby also for networking. We can 
see that it changes the older you get, because our Digital Settlers kept saying: “When I 
was younger, I would…”.  
 
In the following part of the project, we will be investigating if Facebook changes the 
way we interact and communicate with each other both online and offline, and if so, 
how these changes show.  
Interaction 
If we go back in time, the way people interacted with each other was totally different, 
from what one would experience today, when analyzing the interaction between 
friends and human beings in general. What is social interaction really about? And would 
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it even be possible for one website like Facebook to make remarkable changes to our 
social relations and identity? 
!
Social interaction is understood as an ability of two or more human beings, being in 
contact with each other (Cadca, 2013). This contact do not need to include a 
conversation or any exchange of information, it can be a simple acknowledgement 
between people at a sidewalk coffee shop or when one buys a loaf of bread in the 
bakery. When people talk to each other, signs of affection or kindliness is being 
exchanged, and people will show bigger or smaller degrees of intimacy in their 
behaviour.  
In social interaction there are two important aspects, which are relevant - 
communication and community (Cadca, 2013).  
Human communication is by researchers and communication theorists, defined as a 
dynamic progress where meaning is shaped and exchanged between individuals and 
groups (Cadca, 2013). The word meaning is especially important. One can say; our 
ideas, our judgement, our perception of reality and even our own opinions are shaped 
and formed by our interactions. Interaction is the basis of human relationships. 
Through the interactions we have with one another, friendships, romantic 
commitments, working partners, are formed.  
The communities we belong to, or identify ourselves with, is the home of our norms. It 
gives us influential signals for how we shall interpret meaning and determine our 
preferences, traditions and rituals. The limitations of these communities are based in 
our relationships with the people we share our beliefs, physical spaces, interests or life 
experiences with.  
Social interaction is a part of who we are and what we do. Our social practices and our 
social interactions have a connection.  
Has the Way We Interact, Changed Because of Facebook?  
Some people are afraid that Facebook and social media will affect face-to-face 
interaction in a bad way; some people already claim it has (Haley Jones, 2013). It is 
more a case of meanings and statements of whether it has been bad for the society in 
the broad picture.  Facebook and the social media could have a lot of hidden 
opportunities for the societies’ future. Whether or not the development would have 
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been different if Facebook did not exist, or if the social media in general did not exist, 
will remain unknown. However, it can be argued, that because of the internets 
existents, the social media and something likely to Facebook would still had been 
created. This is because of the way human beings have the need to communicate and 
the urge to constantly develop.   
 
Age Difference 
Even though the interaction in a general view has changed since the Internet, there 
still is quite a difference in age groups. Teenagers for an example interact way 
different with each other than their parents do. We will try to look at interaction 
within the three Digital groups; Natives, Settlers and Immigrants.   
How Do the Digital Natives Interact Online?  
By going only ten years back in time, teenagers interacted totally different with each 
other than they do today (Sherry Jackson, 2013). Ten years back teenagers socially 
interacted more in person; hanging out in afterschool clubs, playing games, listening to 
music gossiping, etcetera. Today, this kind of personal interaction has been possible to 
fulfil on the Internet, but teenagers still have their personal social interactions through 
school, sporting events and dance-socials. This does not necessarily indicate that 
teenagers today are less social active than earlier, only that they interact social in 
another way. Chatting online, playing games against each other, sharing and 
commenting on music videos shared by friends are some of the most popular ways to 
interact with each other. 
!
When looking at the focus group interviews we have done for this project, it supports 
the above. The participants in the interviews with the digital natives talk about 
checking Facebook whenever they had time and the opportunity to do it. Even when 
away from their computers, some of them are still online all the time on their mobile, 
so that they are always reachable if friends should send them a message. Also, one of 
the participants tells in the beginning of the interview that he got Facebook so he 
could play Tetris Battle like all of his friends do.   
One tells he or she have had a lot of friends on Facebook because it was seen as a cool 
thing to have a lot of friends, even though one did not know half of them in person. 
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Some teenagers still have a lot of friends on Facebook whom they do not actually know, 
but perhaps just by name because they go to the same school. Even though this is the 
case, chances are, they will still sometimes interact with each other by commenting on 
the same picture or video.  
Most of the participants agreed that you can be socially active without a Facebook 
account, but for their own matter, they are afraid to miss out on information, events 
and ‘gossip’ if not having an account.  
The interview also tells us that even though phone texting a couple of years ago was 
the big thing, it has become way more private to text somebody over the phone. It 
depends on who one is asking whether this is seen as a negative or positive thing. 
Positive side could be argued as people not sitting with their faces in their phone 
screen all the time, though this is also negative in another way – because most people 
now have a smart phone where they are connected via Facebook’s app, Messenger, on 
their phones. Even though people are not texting one another all the time anymore, 
people are still communicating all the time through Messenger.  As mentioned in earlier 
in the Chapter, one would rather ask somebody they just met, for their Facebook 
account than for their phone number. This shows that the change is not so far behind 
us; it happens all the time.  
Our participants from the Digital Native interview revealed that there is large focus on 
how they promote themselves to the world through their Facebook profile. It matters a 
lot what posts one are commenting on, what the comment are about and what one 
actually posts them selves. One uttered; “I think it is very important to thing about 
what you post online, you are basically showing who you are to the world, so it you 
post boring or unnecessary stuff, you come off as a boring person. I want to portray 
myself as a fun and interesting person” (Digital Native).  
How Do the Digital Settlers Interact Online?  
The Digital Settlers are used to interact with each other on a whole other level than 
the Digital Natives. They have used social networking sites before Facebook came to 
life, such as the popular Myspace site. The participants in the interview we conducted 
all have Facebook accounts, but it is not all their friends who have it. 
!
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The Digital Settlers appreciates the opportunity to keep in touch with old friends or 
friends far away, in a way the Natives do not. A participant uttered; “For example I 
have a friend in New Zealand, who is visiting Denmark, and if it hadn’t been for 
Facebook I would never have known. Now he is staying at my place for a weekend – it 
is fun to keep in touch like that” (Digital Settler).  
Despite the differences the Digital Settlers share the Natives’ opinion about the text 
messages being more personal than a Facebook message.  
How Do the Digital Immigrants Interact Online? 
The Digital Immigrants were born before the Internet was invented and therefore have 
not been used to any other kinds of interaction than face-to-face interaction. The 
participants in the focus group interview quite quickly agreed that Facebook is suitable 
for creating large networks, which is good if you ever were to be in need of something– 
then you always have one or several people in your network who can help. They do not 
talk about social interaction on Facebook to the same degree as the Natives and 
Settlers, but use it more as a tool for practical needs. One interview participant found 
Facebook and all its possibilities impersonal in a negative way. This person does not 
seem to appreciate the unsocial parts of hanging out and chatting through Facebook, 
he or she uttered; “ I am sure that I will never create a Facebook profile, it is a way to 
impersonal” (Digital Immigrant).  
One participant found Facebook to be a waste of time. The person does not find social 
networking as an important daily interaction; “I don’t have a Facebook profile, because 
for me a computer is work-related. I don’t want to spend my life behind a screen. I’m 
busy with so many other things, my family, my life, my friends. I don’t feel like I’m 
missing out, people I knew 20 years ago, are out of my life, if I wanted to keep in 
touch I would have. There is a reason why I don’t talk to them anymore. I think it’s a 
waste of time” (Digital Immigrant). 
Still it is not all Digital Immigrants who see Facebook as a practical tool. Some also use 
it like the Settlers and Natives do. Some also use it for posting articles, pictures from 
vacations and participating in discussions within politic for an example. One of our 
interviewees uttered: “I use Facebook to look up the people I have dates with, so my 
friends can see them. To me Facebook is a very light hearted fun media, nothing 
serious goes online. One of the major disadvantages of Facebook is the people who 
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live their life behind a screen and miss out on what a real life can be” (Digital 
Immigrant).  
!
After presenting our reflections and our analysis, it is clear that Facebook has infact, 
had an influence in the way people interact with each other. 
Facebook is the reason why teenagers interact and communicate with each other, 
almost more than they interact with each other in person. Some adults would say that 
children and teenagers have been less social active – but this is not the case, it is just a 
totally different way of being social with ones friends. Even when teenagers are 
together in person, they are still online on Facebook in case if somebody would write 
them a message.  
But it is not only concerning the Natives that social interaction has changed. Also 
Digital Settlers’ and Digital Immigrants ways of interact with each other have changed 
because of Facebook and for the Immigrants case – because of the Internet as well. 
Both Digital Settlers and Digital Immigrants found that Facebook is useful for a lot of 
other things, than just playing games and chatting with friends. Some of the 
participants of the two groups found that Facebook was a great tool for discussing 
relevant political issues, for advertising companies, talking work related matter and for 
keeping contact with old friends and family far away.  
!
Facebook has definitely changed a lot in the broader aspect, and some people find it 
negative and simply cannot see anything good in it. Some find that Facebook has some 
good parts, but are not convinced whether it is reliable and then there are some 
people who really see Facebook as a part of something good for the world and the 
future because of its opportunities.   
Facebook Across Generations – Transformation of the Digital Era  
Building off what was mentioned in the Introduction, and the work of Palfrey and 
Gasser’s book ”Born Digital”, it is worth discussing the Digital Groups and how they 
respectively use information technologies, and more specifically, their use of the social 
platform, Facebook. The previous segment centralized on the ways we interact and 
communicate with each other. The following will build off the previous segment, and 
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will analyze, based on Palfrey and Gasser’s research as well as the data the focus group 
interviews, the way the three Digital groups utilize Facebook. 
As understood in the first two Chapters, the modern-day world and its people are all at 
different levels of familiarizing themselves with the transformation into an era with 
mind-blowing digital connectivity. Whether young, old, or ancient, the fact remains, 
that around us, there is a general increased use of technology. The constant 
development, improvements and advancements in the technological field reflect the 
push for new ways of communication. If such advancements intend to improve the daily 
lives of humanity and their interactions with each other, common methods of 
communication need to be adapted if the majority would like to stay in close 
connection with each other. Facebook enables users to be connected to a webbed 
network other users and pages spread across the globe.  
!
Digital Natives are no strangers to this vast tool of communication, because they were 
the founders of such technology. In addition, the younger portion of the Digital Natives 
were born into the system of online communication, and have learned the skills to use 
those technologies. Dissimilar to the generations above, the Natives live and learn in a 
world where they are immersed in many dimensions of technology. To them, nothing is 
outdated, and thus, there is no conflict with which form of communication is optimal. 
Similarly to when being born into a multi-lingual family; where a child grows up and is 
magically able to speak the language without any previous teaching, Digital Natives 
familiarize and integrate themselves flawlessly into the technological advances. They 
are all highly skilled and they effortlessly work, write and interact in a very different 
way than their parents’ generation, as seen in the previous Chapter. Oblivious to the 
rapid change that their parents had experienced, they are born into a culture with 
already-advanced information technologies where there is no effort in ‘getting used to’ 
the new forms of communication.  
They graduate Middle School, High School, and move onto becoming students at a 
University; all the while, they live their lives dually offline, as well as online. Much of 
the time, they are unaware of the distinct difference between the online, and the 
offline, as two different identities. Their identity is formed as a combination of their 
digital identity and their natural-space identity. The collective activities that occur 
both online and offline include others who are just like them. Joined by common 
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interests and digital technology, they express themselves and share information 
received offline, and most certainly online. They understand each other in ways, which 
the digital world has taught them, as they correspondingly create new ways of 
interacting. With endless options of communication Digital Natives are no more than a 
click away from online and offline connections. They have built a network that is 
woven to interconnect their offline lives with their online, and vice versa. This hybrid 
lifestyle is necessary if they are to keep up with the current buzz and trends of the 
natural world, as well as the virtual sphere.  
!
Recent studies and survey research show, that almost 50% of Facebook’s users, are in 
the younger demographic between the ages 14-20 (Phillips, unknown release year). The 
tool of communication among the young population has been by popular choice, 
Facebook. It is in the eyes of the youth, more functional and manageable in our 
everyday, busy lives. With access to a wide variety of other networking sites, teens are 
opting for Facebook due to its popularity. 
In a focus interview conducted by two of our group members, popular response seemed 
to back the aforementioned claim. “Everyone is on Facebook”; “It [networking] 
wouldn’t function as well on a different site...”  
When asked about Facebook’s importance, the response was such, that without 
Facebook, socializing would, on a larger scale, be a huge challenge – “It would 
definitely be harder if we didn’t have Facebook”. Another added, “If you don’t have 
Facebook, you’re missing out on a lot”.  
Infographics support these remarks made by these Danish students, as Online 
Schools.org has found, that 48% of-24 year-olds scroll through their newsfeed, and 
check their profile when they wake up, with 28% of the demographic viewing Facebook 
on their smartphone even before stepping out of bed (Hepburn, 2011) . Finding an 
inherent need to be up-to-date with the latest, this demographic utilizes Facebook for 
news updates, following family, friends, and acquaintances through their life-endeavors 
and long-distance contact. Finally, it is noteworthy to mention, that according to the 
responses from the focus group interview, there is less focus and interest in using 
Facebook as a dating tool.   
As possibly the generation after, and/or the parents of the Digital Native’s, the Digital 
Settlers were not born in the time period considered the Digital Age, but still 
  54
Roskilde University  HIB Group 15 19/12-2013
essentially live digital. The Settlers are not necessarily termed for their generational 
age gap, but indeed also for their digital competency. Just like the Natives, the Settlers 
have had the exposure to the World Wide Web, and to the use of computer-mediated 
technologies, but some can still be in the learning process of embracing it as a central 
role in their everyday-life.  Simultaneously, the Settlers utilize the new forms of 
communication, but still cling to the traditional, analog methods. They, unlike the 
Digital Natives, are in the process of filtering out ‘old’ and ‘new’ in. Because the 
Digital Settler group is the broadest of the three, due to the unspecified generational 
gap, and digital competency, it is difficult to describe how they utilize Facebook. Since 
our cultural focus is on Denmark, our focus group interviews yielded that the Settlers 
began using Facebook when its quick rise to fame overshadowed other platforms like 
MySpace. According to their responses, they are less connected than the Natives, but 
they still are interested in following and keeping in touch with their family, friends, 
colleagues, and old classmates. Additionally, several participants in the interview 
voiced that one of the biggest benefits of Facebook, is the function called ‘Events’, 
where it is possible to gather/invite people you know, combined with strangers, in a 
well-organized site. Finally, as the Settlers integrate and connect themselves to the 
online networks, the Digital Settlers will help influence and contour the path, which 
the cyber world is headed in – computer-mediated lifestyles.  
The Digital Immigrants learned to use the Internet late in life - they are more familiar 
with writing letters instead of sending an e-mail, or using a typewriter rather than the 
computer. Because of the growing pressure to get online, so they do not fall behind and 
risk not being involved with current, everyday news, they have tried to adjust to some 
parts of the digital world. Because the Digital Immigrants were neither born nor live in 
a digital life, they naturally have a harder time than Settlers, and especially the 
Natives. 
Their habits on Facebook are the same as the article “Aristotle Wouldn’t Friend You on 
Facebook” (Kelly, 2013). Meghan McBride Kelly writes, that Aristotle stated that every 
friendship involves a degree of love. When the Digital Immigrants friend someone on 
Facebook, it is only because they have interacted with each other in real-life, whereas 
the Digital Natives would ‘friend’ someone who they have had limited human 
interaction with. Additionally, the Digital Immigrants have more friends in real life than 
on Facebook because they have a harder time getting into the social aspect online. 
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They lean towards human forms of communication, personal interaction, letters, and 
delivering a card or smiling to each other instead of just clicking the ‘like’ button on 
Facebook.  One way, which Digital Immigrants are finding their way in a digital world, 
is through the natural push given by the other Digital groups and the growing global 
hype of computer-mediated technology. In essence, they fear not being able to follow 
the lives of their children, and their grandchildren if all the updates, pictures and 
interaction happen online. Thus, they are urged to Skype their grandchildren from long 
distances, suggested to make online banking transactions, and encouraged to online 
shop. In the same way, this translates to how Facebook is being advertised and 
promoted to them by the other Digital groups. Digital Immigrants have less interest in 
partaking in the same online activity which the Natives engage themselves in, and 
more in the opportunity to follow the activity and updates from them via their 
Facebook profiles.   
!
Throughout this Chapter, three central themes came together to show the link between 
computer-mediated technology, friendship and the three Digital groups. As the Digital 
groups share and exchange information, they do so through computer-mediated 
technology where decisions of whether or not to post something, is based on receiving 
digital acceptance and bringing forth the good side of their personality. Because 
computer-mediated technology and communication via such media are arguably less 
personal, the online interaction between the groups create an interesting discussion, 
where each Digital group utilizes Facebook at varying levels and for different purposes. 
In the final segment of the Chapter, we wrapped up this long and structured Chapter by 
capping it off with an analysis of how each group, based on our research and focus 
group interviews, utilize Facebook. Clearly, as discussed in this Chapter, Facebook is an 
essential part of their social lives, and thus, Facebook creates a form of 
communication, which is incomparable to any other computer-mediated technology.  
 
In the following Chapter, our final Chapter, we will discuss our findings, address the 
profound problems and answer the begging questions.    
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Chapter 5: Discussion of Findings - Friendship and Identity  
Looking back at the project, we are left with a question “what is the purpose of 
friendships today?” We want to discuss the personal and social identity of Digital 
Natives, and look at how Facebook and friendship has an impact on these. We have 
chosen to focus on the Digital Natives, because, as mentioned in Chapter 2: “The 
identity of a Digital Native”, Erik H. Erikson states that the identity will develop 
especially in the teen years.  
What is a Facebook friendship? Why Do We Need Friends?  
When discussing Facebook and how it helps build relationships and friendships, one 
must think about not only the term “friending” but also what social consequences this 
may have on the users in question. Friending is the action of adding or allowing 
someone into your Facebook friends list, and friending can by that be seen as one user 
acknowledging the fact that either 1) there is a wish for a relationship of any sort or 2) 
that there already is one. The action of friending will in legal terms allow the users to 
see information marked as ‘only visible by friends’. This may not seem like a significant 
part of the gesture, but when closely examining it, one will see that people are - to a 
certain extent - saying that they are comfortable with their friends being able to read 
their personal information. Thus, when viewing this in legal terms there is a certain 
amount of trust built into the act of friending. When looking at it in a social context, 
aside from Facebook, we can see friending as publicly announcing that you are willing 
to not only acknowledge, but also accept the friendship on the level determined by 
everyone individually. Based on our interviews we can see that there is some 
ambivalence in the understanding of what a Facebook friendship includes: “I don’t like 
that other people can see that I’m liking a picture or a status. It kind of steps into my 
personal zone.” (Digital Native)  
It is clear to see that there can be ambivalence in trust, because the young Native does 
not like that some of her/his friends can see what gets a ‘liked’.  
 
The act of “accepting” or “rejecting” someone's friend request, even if you do not 
really know the person, can be seen as a severe action depending on the persons in 
question. Throughout this discussion we can ask ourselves; “why do we ‘friend’ 
people?” To discuss this, we will take into consideration what Aristotle said: “without 
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friends, no one would want to live, even if he had all other goods” (Ross, 1997). The 
whole idea of Facebook is to create and maintain relations. Aristotle’s perspective of 
friendship can be used as a base for the argument to why we would want to have 
friends. So why do we? And why do we “friend” people on Facebook? Since the reason 
for us feeling the need to create friendships is already established in Aristotle’s quote, 
we may chose to look at the settings. The normal setting for creating friendships is in a 
face-to-face scenario. However, since the Facebook Era has come upon us, social 
interaction is changing with the emergence of such social networks such as Facebook. 
To adapt, one must learn to migrate into these new forms of communication. When 
taking this into consideration, friending is nothing more than creating a friendship in a 
face-to-face setting, which has evolved together with the Facebook Era. 
 
The Online Version vs. the Offline Version of a Digital Native  
Today Digital Natives have the need to upload pictures, status quotes, civil status 
information etc. online, and for some this is seen as a direct mouthpiece for the person 
sitting behind the screen, writing. Facebook has become such a big part of our reality 
and our way of communicating, so the difference between our virtual life and offline 
life has become a blurred line.  
Before Facebook came along, we would have to make our own observations, 
impressions and opinions about people. Whereas today, we can let Facebook do it for 
us. Our computers will collect and save every picture, quote, like or dislike from all of 
our friends, and stock it for us to see the single-tracked image they post about 
themselves. Therefore, Facebook can delimit the experience and perception of our 
acquaintances.  
!
From the perspective of a Digital Native, identity is not split up into an online and 
offline identity, or even a personal and social identity. The Digital Natives see these as 
linked closely, and therefore, they do not distinguish the online and offline version of 
themselves. As the Digital Natives’ offline lives change, so does their personal 
information online. They have the ability to shape their online identity as they go 
along, and over time (Palfrey and Gasser, 2010). This is also a concern of one of the 
Digital Natives: “You have to be careful that people don’t post things on your timeline 
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that you don’t want other people to see. Once it is out there it is out there, and your 
friends will have made up their mind about you. That’s why I keep my profile and 
everything on it private.”   
As this quote touches upon, a Digital Native’s identity includes the friendships and 
connections they make in the social network sites. Online users can “friend” others 
with similar interests or people they have met once or twice in real life. But almost as 
fast as they can upload information, and acquire new friends, they are able to delete 
whom and whatever they want.  
From Friend to Foe  
On Facebook a friendship can quickly turn into an enmity, this being a well-known fact 
for the Digital Natives. We have heard terrible examples, where online bullying has 
driven young people to commit suicide (Stanglin and Welch, 2013). The quote: “If they 
approach me I would give them a chance” (Digital Natives) can also witness that this 
young Digital Native is well aware of the risks attached to the digital world.  
As above-mentioned, the psychoanalyst Erikson claims, that identity is especially found 
and molded in one’s teen years. This means that the Digital Natives will be in special 
risk, if they are exposed to bullying, whether it is in the real world or on cyberspace, 
and this can lead to giving them a negative self-image and identity.  
!
The Ones Who Bully Are Also the Digital Natives 
That it is morally wrong to bully, should be obvious. Emanuel Kant defined what is 
known as “the categorical imperative”, which means that each person should act in a 
way that it could become a universal dogma/law. So from a deontological point of 
view, it would not be okay to bully anyone no matter the cause. 
When we asked our Digital Natives about bullying, it was clear that it was a concern of 
theirs: “It does hold you back [to post stuff online] because I think of what other 
people might think about me and who I am. You hear so much about people being 
bullied online. People can write the nastiest stuff to each other, because it is ‘delete-
able’. But the harm will not be” (Digital Native). As an everyday example we will 
mention:  
Two 14-year old girls, who has been friends ever since kindergarten, become foes in the 
real world. Both of them react by deleting one and another on Facebook. One of Girl1’s 
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friends shows her that Girl2 have posted a Facebook status saying: “The ugliest and 
worst person in the world is Girl1”. Girl1 becomes very upset and chose to take her 
vengeance. Girl1, who knows one of her friends’ username and password on Facebook, 
will now log on and comment rude things on Girl2’s pictures and timeline. All of their 
network will now see these comments, and react on it. Girl1 choses to delete all of the 
comments, which are send from her friend’s profile, to cover up her tracks. But the 
damage is done, and it will have big consequences.  
In relation to the projects problematic, this story contains the aspects of Facebook:  
• That everything on Facebook travels fast 
• Whatever happens in the real world will eventually reflect in the digital world. 
• How careful one should be with sharing usernames and passwords 
!
Digital Natives are large-scale users of Facebook. Facebook helps construct a new 
reality for young teens. There is a lot of identity in play at social network sites, and if a 
Digital Native is insecure of his/her identity, it can become a big challenge to display 
oneself online. In the cyber world, the creation of a parallel universe between friends 
and foes is in resemblances to the real world, where it affects the individual’s identity. 
Identity is molded throughout ones entire life, but especially in the teens years the 
basis is created.  As mentioned in the project, the young teens can try out different 
identities on Facebook and get a prompt reaction from their friends. Thus, we must 
suppose that we have only investigated a small fragment of the Digital Natives’ roles on 
Facebook.  
 
In a philosophical understanding, one can say that there is continuum between friends 
and foe, and that one of them can only be understood because of the other. 
“Friendship” has gotten an extended and supplemental meaning in the Facebook Era. 
Because of the big amount of friends we can have on Facebook, it will not only create 
risks but also possibilities. Who knows, perhaps we will make an online list of our 
friends and foes in around 20 years? 
 
Concluding Comments   
Through our project we have tried to answer our problem formulation: “How does 
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friendship impact our personal and social identity, and how is Facebook changing the 
way friendships are established and maintained?”  
We chose to use the three digital groups throughout our project in order to analyze, 
understand, and collect different opinions upon Digital medias such as Facebook in 
which our main focus lies. We wanted to find the digital groups’ differences in the way 
the approach face-to-face friendships and digital friendships.  
While working with the project, we have come to the conclusion that friendship and 
Facebook do impact the Digital Native’s personal identity, being all of our personal 
characteristics, and social identity, being the way we act and are understood in front of 
our friends. Our identity is formed throughout our entire lives, but especially in our 
teen years, will we be more sensitive towards outcoming impact.  
Facebook has changed the way we look at the term friends looked upon this term. 
Through our focus group interviews we found that the term friend might more be 
associated with acquiantances than friends. A Facebook friend is not the same as an 
actual friend. Some of our Facebook friendships are of course actual friendships, and 
these friendships has become easier to maintain, especially if we talk about long 
distance friendships. With a social platform like Facebook because it makes it possible 
to communicate through time and space. Before these digital devices we would have to 
communicate in other ways. This could be by phone or letter writing, which either is 
quite expensive or time consuming, with social platforms it is easier to keep in 
contact, and thereby maintain a friendship through Facebook. When it comes to 
establishing friendships is has also become easier. We saw this with our digital groups, 
who after meeting a new person could add this person on Facebook, and thereby start 
a new friendship. 
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Reflection and thoughts for further work 
• Method 
• Ideas for further investigation 
• What do we want to do different next time? 
• A commented bibliography – which sources used and why? 
• What did we get out the Project Technique Course?  !
Method 
When doing our research and finding our source material, we could have been more 
systematical. We found our material by searching Google, bibliotek.dk and visiting the 
library. We chose to Google words such as “friendship”, “Aristotle” and “Facebook”. 
Instead we could have been using a more systematic approach to searching databases 
and typing in search words.  
!
We choose to investigate our problem by looking at the real world, asking people face-
to-face. Instead we could have approached then from a different angle. We could have 
made observational studies, where we would dive into the online world ourselves. We 
could have looked at how many hours a day people uses Facebook, looking at their 
status quotes, walls and comments etc., by asking them directly on Facebook. 
Furthermore, we could have made surveys, asking a variety of people instead of just 
three groups. This would have given us a broader picture on the topic, instead of 
depth, which we got from doing our focus group interviews.  
!
If we were to remake this project in 20 years, we might not be able to do it in the 
same way as we did this time. The book Born Digital, was one of the main inspirations 
for us, and helped us dealing with how to approach the problem, because of its three 
digital groups. And that is just it – our problem is very current, because everything 
around the Internet is evolving so fast. In 20 years there might not be a group called 
Digital Immigrants, and therefore we would not be able to distinguish between the 
ways the different age groups use Facebook. Instead we would have to investigate it in 
another way, looking at different things then we did today.  
! !!
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Ideas for further investigation 
As a way of further investigation, we could look at what Mark Zuckerberg’s initially 
indented with Facebook, and how it has developed and differ from the original idea.  
Intensions 
It is very clear that the intensions Zuckerberg had, when he established Facebook, has 
been changed. He created Facebook to make it easier for students at Harvard 
University to connect and keep track of their fellow students. But time went by, 
Facebook got popular, and Zuckerberg opened up his dreams and intensions about 
Facebook. He now wanted Facebook to help the world to be connected (Kirkpatrick, 
2011). 
A political tool 
Even though Zuckerberg did not make Facebook with the intentions of using it as a 
political tool, he quickly noticed its unusual potential in that area. Students at Harvard 
University already started using Facebook for expressing political statements. 
Furthermore, almost every company nowadays has a Facebook page, so when people 
likes their site it spreads, and new people sees it. A good example of political 
propaganda on Facebook is the Facebook Effect.  
The Facebook Effect 
The Facebook Effect started in 2008 when a Colombian man, Oscar Morales, had 
enough of FARC (Kirkpatrick, 2011). FARC is an abbreviation for the Revolutionary 
Armed Forces of Colombia. The Colombian movement had had a mother and her four-
year-old child as hostages for six years in Colombia’s jungle. The president of 
Venezuela had tried to help, by negotiating with FARC, to get them to release the 
mother and her child, but with no luck.  
On January the 4th, Oscar Morales took a decision; he wanted to try to use Facebook to 
get FARC to listen. He made a group called ‘One million votes against FARC – ‘Un Milion 
de Voces Contra las FARC’ (Kirkpatrick, 2011). This group lead to a huge amount of 
people, in a short period of time, decided to go public, by a demonstration. The 4th of 
February, around 10 million people demonstrated in hundreds of cities of Columbia. 
Facebook made it possible for this anti-movement to get this worldwide and evident 
because of its big news value. 
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!
What could we do different next time? 
As to be expected by any groups’ first work of cooperation, the working process did not 
unfold without issues. The smoothness of the process was almost non-existent in the 
first month, leaving us with a more packed working schedule for the remainder of the 
working period. This is largely due to the fact that we, looking back, did not schedule 
sufficient meetings in the group for the first month. Furthermore deadlines were not 
kept to a satisfactory degree in this first month of the working process. This leads us to 
believe that in order to keep a more strict working process in future, deadlines need to 
be held. We feel another important focus issue concerning future projects is that there 
has to be more meetings in the group in the preliminary stages of the project as well. 
!
A commented bibliography list 
Through this project we have used multiple sources such as book, website and articles. 
Some of these were more essential to our project than others. Each of these sources is 
essential to our project in a different way. In this part we will be looking at how each 
of them play a role in our project.  
!
• In regards to optimize our focus groups and questions we used the book 
“Interview; Introduktion til et håndværk, 2. udgave” by Steiner Barker and 
Svend Brinkmann. 
• The Book “Born Digital” by Palfrey and Gasser, as mentioned in the introduction, 
we this book use to help portray the differences in the way each digital group 
approaches face-to-face friendships and digital friendships. Palfrey and Gasser 
build off the research done by Marc Prensky, and shed light on the people of the 
digital age, and how age, and competency play a large role in understanding the 
present, as well as the future. The terms which the two authors use, are central 
in our project and it is one of the larger pieces of literature which we are basing 
our project on.  
• The book “Facebook - fra kollegieværelse til børskandidat” by David 
Kirkpartrick, has been the main source for our descriptive part about Facebook. 
We found the book useful as the writer have had interviews with the founder of 
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Facebook, Mark Zuckerberg, therefore it contains several of Zuckerbergs original 
thoughts and utterers about the project.  
• For our part about identity and friendships we used two books, one by EH 
Erikson and one by KN Løgstrup. Erikson’s book was essential to our project 
because it describes that the human being’s development takes place in stages, 
and more specifically that the evolvement of the individual’s identity will find 
place years of one’s teens. This is important in the discussion about identity and 
friendships, because Erikson states that a persons identity will evolve in ones 
teenage years.  
Løgstrup’s book describes that we meet other people with a fundamental 
amount of trust, and if we do not do that, we would not be able to orientate our 
way in the world and relate to each other. We will be using this to look at why 
trust is important in a friendship.  
• In the chapter about Aristotle and Kant our most essential sources are 
“Aristotle’s Ethics” by Richard Kraut and “Kant on Friendship” by Stijn Van Impe. 
Through Aristotle’s Ethics we gain our knowledge on what Aristotle wrote. The 
chapters used specifically are chapters 8 (‘Pleasure’) and 9 (‘Friendships’). 
Kraut explains Aristotle’s theories in a more modern sort of writing than 
Aristole’s original writings on the matter of pleasure and friendships. Hereby he 
lets us gain a thorougher understanding of Aristotle’s friendships than would 
have been possible in any other way.  
In our part about Kant we chose “Kant on Friendship” because this book 
describes how Kants perception of friendship have changed, and it was rather 
useful for both definition and analysis of friendship.  
• We chose the book “Social Interaction and Personal Relationships” by Dorothy 
Miell and Rudi Dallos because we found it relevant in connection to the 
interaction part of the project. We have used it for research to support our 
interview participants’ utterers, which it supports very well.  
!!
What did we get out of the project technique course 
The project technique course has helped us with forming our project from idea to 
reality. We have been presented with tools, ideas and terms to help us get through the 
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different stages of project work; brainstorming, a concrete idea, collecting material, 
doing research, making our focus group questions, considering our methods and how to 
put all of it into writing. Furthermore, we have been presented with tools, that can 
help us with dealing with our group dynamics and problems that might arise.  
Overall the project technique course has been a very helpful implement in the process 
of making a good project. 
!
!
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